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1.0 Purpose and Need for Action 
 

1.1 Introduction 
This Environmental Assessment (EA) has been prepared to analyze the Bureau of Land Managementôs 

(BML) Pahrump Field Office (PFO) proposal to gather and remove excess wild horses and burros from 

within and outside the Nevada Wild Horse Range (NWHR). The gather plan would allow for an initial 

gather and follow-up maintenance gathers to be conducted over the next 10 years from the date of the 

initial gather operation to achieve and maintain appropriate management levels. The proposed gather 

would include removing excess wild horses and burros from inside and outside the HMA and treating 

mares and studs with population growth suppression techniques.  

 

This Environmental Assessment (EA) is a site-specific analysis of the potential impacts that could result 

with the implementation of the Proposed Action or alternatives to the Proposed Action.  Preparation of an 

EA assists the BLM authorized officer to determine whether to prepare an Environmental Impact 

Statement (EIS) if significant impacts could result, or a Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) if no 

significant impacts are expected.  

 

This document is tiered to the Nevada Test and Training Range Resource Management Plan and Final 

Environmental Impact Statement signed July 2004.  

 

1.2 Background 
Since the passage of the Wild Free-Roaming Horses and Burros Act (WFRHBA) of 1971, BLM has 

refined its understanding of how to manage wild horse population levels. By law, BLM is required to 

control any overpopulation, by removing excess animals, once a determination has been made that excess 

animals are present and removal is necessary. Program goals have always been to establish and maintain a 

ñthriving natural ecological balance,ò which requires identifying the Appropriate Management Level 

(AML) for individual herds. In the past two decades, goals have also explicitly included conducting 

gathers and applying contraceptive treatments to achieve and maintain wild horse populations within the 

established AML, so as to manage for healthy wild horse populations and healthy rangelands. The use of 

fertility controls helps reduce total wild horse population growth rates in the short term, and increases 

gather intervals and the number of excess horses that must be removed from the range. Other 

management efforts include improving the accuracy of population inventories and collecting genetic 

baseline data to support genetic health assessments. Decreasing the numbers of excess wild horses on the 

range is consistent with findings and recommendations from the National Academy of Sciences (NAS), 

American Horse protection Association (AHPA), the American Association of Equine Practitioners 

(AAEP), Humane Society of the United States (HSUS), Government Accountability Office (GAO), 

Office of Inspector General (OIG) and current BLM policy.  

 

The NWHR is located in the northern portion of the Nevada Test and Training Range (NTTR) within Nye 

County, in south-central Nevada.  The NWHR comprises of approximately 1.3 million acres of public 

land withdrawn for use by the military.  Due to this, no public access such as livestock grazing or 

recreational use is permitted within NTTR.  See Map 1 (Appendix A).  

 

The 2004 NTTR ROD and Approved RMP designated a ñcore use areaò located within the entire North 

Range of NTTR.  The RMP restricts the active management of wild horses to the Herd Management Area 

(HMA) Core Area which is approximately 484,000 acres. The plan specifies that repeated gathers on a 

four-year cycle will be conducted to maintain a population size within the AML range.  The 2004 NTTR 

RMP allows the horses to continue to use forage and water throughout much of Cactus Flat, the Cactus 

Range, the Kawich Range, and Kawich Valley.  
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The management of wild horse is further outlined in the Nevada Wild Horse Range Herd Management 

Plan signed June 2008. The management strategy would incorporate a number of population control 

methods such as fertility control, 60/40 sex ratio in favor of males, and a non-reproducing component of 

geldings. The plan also proposed the maintenance and/or reconstruct existing water developments. The 

reconstruct was completed on the water sources in the summer of 2016. There are 20 

ephemeral/intermittent water sources within NTTR, with only 6 being able to be developed for wild horse 

and wildlife use with surface flow redirection and storage. Water is a limiting factor within the NWHR 

and out of the 6 spring developments only 1 provides reliable water during the hot summer months. Due 

the continuing drought conditions 4 out of the 6 springs are dry and 1 of the remaining springs goes dry 

seasonally during the summer months. Even with BLM installing water storage tanks in place to store and 

hold excess water from spring sources. The water supply cannot support the overpopulation of wild 

horses. 

 

The Appropriate Management Level (AML) is defined as the number of wild horses that can be sustained 

within a designated HMA so as to achieve and maintain a thriving natural ecological balance (TNEB) in 

keeping with the multiple-use management concept for the area. The range of AML for the Nevada Wild 

Horse Range is 300-500 wild horses. This population range was established at a level that would maintain 

healthy wild horses and rangelands over the long-term based on monitoring data collected over time as 

well as an in-depth analysis of habitat suitability. The AML range was established through prior decision-

making process and re-affirmed through the Record of Decision (ROD) and approved Nevada Test and 

Training Range Resources Management Plan (RMP)/Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) (July 2004). 

 

The NWHR was last flown in May 2019, and the inventory was conducted using the Double 

Simultaneous Count Method, in which observers in an aircraft independently observe and record groups 

of wild horses. Sighting rates are estimated by comparing sighting records of the observers. Sighting 

probabilities for the observers is then computed from the information collected and population estimated 

generated. The NWHR has an estimated population of 800 wild horses and 100 wild burros. These values 

are based on an aerial survey made using simultaneous double-observer methods (Griffin et al. 2020), and 

annual herd growth rates of 20% for horses, and 15% for burros since then. The current population is 

about 2.5 times over the AML lower limit.   

 

Since 2007, NWHR has had a series of emergency gathers due to lack of water resources and animals in 

poor body condition. The last emergency gather was conducted in August of 2018. The bait and water 

trap gather operation gathered and removed 801 excess wild horses.   

 

Based upon all information available at this time, the BLM has determined that approximately 500 excess 

wild horses and 100 excess wild burros reside within the Nevada Wild Horse Range and need to be 

removed in order to achieve the established AML, restore a thriving natural ecological balance (TNEB) 

and prevent further degradation of rangeland resources resulting from the current overpopulation of wild 

horses and burros.  

 

 

1.3 Purpose and Need for Action 
The purpose of the Proposed Action is to remove excess wild horses and burros from within and outside 

the Nevada Wild Horse Range, to manage wild horses to achieve and maintain established AML ranges 

for the HMA, to reduce the wild horse population growth rate in order to prevent undue or unnecessary 

degradation of the public lands associated with an overpopulation excess wild horses within and outside 

the HMA, and to restore a thriving natural ecological balance and multiple use relationship on the public 
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lands consistent with the provisions of Section 1333 (a) of the Wild Free- Roaming Horses and Burros 

Act of 1971 1. 

 

The need for the Proposed Action is to protect rangeland resources and to prevent unnecessary or undue 

degradation of the public lands associated with excess population of wild horses and burros within the 

Nevada Wild Horse Range.  

 

1.4  Land Use Plan Conformance 
The Proposed Action is in conformance with the NTTR ROD and Approved RMP (July 2004) as required 

by regulation (43 CFR 1610.5-3(a)) as follows: 

¶ Objective: ñManage for healthy, genetically viable herds of wild horses in a natural, thriving 

ecological balances with other rangeland resources.ò 

¶ Objective: ñMaintain the wild, free-roaming character of the wild horses on the withdrawn public 

lands.ò 

 

1.5  Relationship to Laws, Regulations, and Other Plans 
Statutes and Regulations 

¶ The Action Alternatives are in conformance with the WFRHBA (as amended), applicable 

regulations at 43 CFR § 4700 and BLM policies.  

¶ State Protocol Agreement between the Bureau of Land Management, Nevada and the Nevada 

Historic Preservation Office (1999) 

¶ Final Environmental Assessment for the Nevada Wild Horse Range Herd Management Area Plan 

EA NV052-2008-223 

¶ Endangered Species Act ï 1973 

¶ Wilderness Act ï 1964 

¶ National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (as amended) 

¶ Migratory Bird Treaty Act (1918 as amended) and Executive Order 13186 (1/11/01) 

¶ Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act (16 U.S.C. 668 et seq.) 

¶ Federal Land Policy and Management Act (FLPMA) of 1976 (43 U.S.C. 1701 et seq.) 

¶ American Indian Religious Freedom Act of 1979 

¶ Archaeological Resource Protection Act of 1979 

¶ National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended 

¶ Appropriations Act, 2001 (114 Stat. 1009) (66 Fed. Reg. 753, January 4, 2001)  

¶ United States Department of the Interior Manual (910 DM 1.3). 

¶ Fundamentals of Rangeland Health (43 CFR 4180) 

 

1.6  Conformance with Rangeland Health Standards and Guidelines 

¶ Mojave/Southern Great Basin Resource Advisory Council (RAC) Standards and Guidelines 

(February 12, 1997) 

Mojave/Southern Great Basin RAC Standards and Guidelines 

 

1.7  Decision to be Made 
The Authorized Officer would determine whether to implement all, part, or none of the Proposed Action 

as described in Section 2.2.1 to manage wild horses within the NWHR.  The Authorized Officerôs 

 
1 The Interior Board of Land Appeals (IBLA) defined the goal for managing wild horse (or burro) populations in a thriving natural ecological 

balance as follows: ñAs the court stated in Dahl vs. Clark, supra at 594, the óbenchmark testô for determining the suitable number of wild horses 

on the public range is óthriving natural ecological balance.ô  In the words of the conference committee which adopted this standard: óThe goal of 
WH&B management should be to maintain a thriving ecological balance (TNEB) between WH&B populations, wildlife, livestock and 

vegetation, and to protect the range from the deterioration associated with overpopulation of wild horses and burros.ôò    

https://www.nrcs.usda.gov/Internet/FSE_DOCUMENTS/nrcs144p2_037343.doc
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decision may select gather methods, numbers of horses gathered, and population growth suppression 

technique depending on the alternative or parts of any alternative chosen. The Authorized Officer would 

not set or adjust AML since these were set through previous decisions.    

 

1.8 Scoping and Identification of Issues 
Issues identified by the BLM interdisciplinary team included rangeland health and vegetation, wetlands 

and riparian, wild horses, and wildlife. These resources are discussed in Chapter 3. Resources which were 

considered but would not be affected to the level requiring detailed analysis, are listed on pages 8-9. 

 

2.0 Description of the Alternatives 
 

2.1 Introduction  
This section of the EA describes the Proposed Action and alternatives, including any that were considered 

but eliminated from detailed analysis.  Four alternatives are considered in detail:   

¶ Alternative 1: Proposed Action ï Over a 10-year period, use gathers to remove excess animals in 

order to achieve and maintain within AML range, apply fertility control methods (vaccines and/ 

or IUDs) to released mares, establish a 60% male 40% female sex ratio, and a non-reproducing 

component of males (geldings). 

¶ Alternative 2: Alternative 2 is the same as Alternative 1 but would include a non-reproducing (i.e. 

spayed mares) portion of the population. 

¶ Alternative 3:  Under Alternative 3, Gather and removal of excess animals to achieve and maintain 

wild horse and burro herd sizes within AML.   

¶ Alternative 4:  No Action ð Continuation of Existing Management. 

 

The Action Alternatives were developed to achieve and maintain the established AML so as to ensure a 

thriving natural ecological balance, remove excess wild horses and burros from the range, prevent further 

deterioration to the range, and ensure the long-term management of wild horses within the NWHR. 

Fertility control treatments to released animals would assist with slowing population growth. Under the 

No Action Alternative, no gather would occur, and no additional management actions would be 

undertaken to control the size of the wild horse and burro population at this time. The No Action 

Alternative would not achieve the identified Purpose and Need.  The No Action Alternative does not 

comply with the WFRHBA of 1971, regulations, and the approved NTTR RMP (July 2004).  However, it 

is analyzed in this EA to provide a basis for comparison with the other action alternatives, and to assess 

the effects of not conducting a gather at this time.   

 

2.2 Description of Alternatives Considered in Detail 
 

2.2.1 Management Actions Common to Alternatives 1-3 

¶ The ten-year period would begin after the first gather is initiated. Additional gathers over the next 10 

years may be needed to reach the lower AML based on gather success, holding capacity limitations, 

population growth rates, and other national gather priorities. Several factors such as animal condition, 

herd health, weather conditions, budget, or other considerations could result in adjustments to gathers 

and follow up gathers.  

¶ All  excess wild burros residing within the NWHR boundaries will be removed during gather 

operations. 

¶ Gather operations would be conducted in accordance with the Comprehensive Animal Welfare 

Program (CAWP) for Wild Horses and Burro Gathers, which includes provisions of the 

Comprehensive Animal Welfare Program (BLM Instructional Memorandum 2015-151) (Appendix 

B). A combination of gather methods may be used to complete the management actions and the 
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methods to be used would depend on the needs of the specific actions including management needs 

regarding emergency situations.    

¶ Trap sites and temporary holding facilities will be located in previously used sites or other disturbed 

areas whenever possible.  Undisturbed areas identified as potential trap sites or holding facilities 

would be inventoried for cultural resources.  If cultural resources are encountered, these locations 

would not be utilized unless they could be modified to avoid impacts to cultural resources.   

¶ An Animal and Plant Inspection Service (APHIS) or other veterinarian may be on-site or on-call 

during the gather, as needed, to examine animals and make recommendations to BLM for care and 

treatment of wild horses.   

¶ Decisions to humanely euthanize animals in field situations will be made in conformance with BLM 

policy (Washington Office Instruction Memorandum (IM)  2015-70).  

¶ Data including sex and age distribution.   

¶ Hair samples would be collected from a minimum of 25 animals, to determine whether BLMs 

management is maintaining an acceptable genetic diversity (avoiding inbreeding depression) of the 

herd, as measured by observed heterozygosity, in keeping with IM 2009-062 or current policy. 

¶ Excess animals would be transported to the nearest BLM off-range corrals (ORC) with available 

space where they will be prepared (freezemarked, vaccinated and de-wormed) for adoption, sale (with 

limitations or most current policy) or off-range pastures (ORP). 

¶ During gathers 1-3 studs and/or mares from a different HMA, with similar or desired characteristics 

of the horses within the NWHR could be released to maintain the genetic diversity. 

¶ Funding limitations and competing priorities may require delaying the gather and population control 

component which would increase the number of horses that would need to be gathered.  

¶ Population inventories and routine resource/habitat monitoring would be completed between gathers 

to document current population levels, growth rates, and area of continued resource concern (horse 

concentrations, riparian impacts, over-utilization, etc.) prior to any follow-up gather.  

 

2.2.2 Management Actions Common to Alternatives 1-2 

¶ Mares released back to the range would be treated with fertility control methods (vaccines and / or 

IUDs).  Approximately 60 to 100 stallions would be gelded, and then released back to the range after 

they have healed from the procedure. Gelding and fertility control treatment would be conducted in 

accordance with standard operating procedures (SOPs, Appendices E and F).  Mares and stallions 

would be selected to maintain a diverse age structure, herd characteristics, and conformation (body 

type). 

¶ All mares treated would be clearly marked and photographed for future application/monitoring. Any 

gathered animals that are subsequently returned to the range would receive a uniquely numbered 

RFID chip, placed in the nuchal ligament, for permanent identification.  

¶ All stallions gelded would be clearly marked and receive an RFID chip for future identification and 

monitoring. 

 

 

2.2.3 Alternative 1 (Proposed Action) 
The Proposed Action would gather approximately 90% of the existing wild horses and gather and remove 

100% of the existing wild burros (approximately 720 wild horses with the 2020 foal crop and 100 wild 

burros with the 2020 foal crop) in the initial gather. Approximately 300-400 wild horses would be 

released back into NWHR and BLM will return periodically over the next ten years to gather excess wild 

horses and all burros to maintain AML and administer or booster population control measures to other 

gathered horses.  After the initial gather, the target removal number would be adjusted accordingly based 

off population inventories for the NWHR and the resulting projection of excess animals over AML. All 

mares released back to the range would be treated with fertility control vaccine and/or IUDs. Some gelded 

horses that would otherwise be excess animals permanently removed from the range and sent to holding 
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facilities for adoption/sales or long-term holding, may be returned to the range and managed as a non-

breeding population of geldings. Animals selected for release would be done with the objective of 

adjusting the sex ratio in favor of males by 60% and 40% mares.  

 

Under the Proposed Action a sufficient number of wild horses and burros would be gathered primarily 

from heavily concentrated areas within the project area and areas with limited water availability to reduce 

resource impacts in the most impacted areas and all wild horses and burros residing outside the NWHR 

boundary would be gathered and removed. 

 

Selective removal procedures would prioritize removal of younger excess wild horse after achieving 

AML within the Range and allow older less adoptable wild horses to be released back to the HMA. 

Animals would be removed using the following removal criteria::  (1) First Priority: Age Class - Four 

Years and Younger; (2) Second Priority:  Age Class - Five to Ten Years Old; (3) Third Priority: Age 

Class Eleven to Nineteen Years; (4) Fourth Priority: Age Class Twenty and Older should not be removed 

unless specific exceptions prevent them from being turned back to the range. 

 

However, if gather efficiencies during the initial gather do not allow for the attainment of the Proposed 

Action during the initial gather (i.e., not enough horses are successfully captured to reach low AML), or if 

BLM is otherwise unable to permanently remove a sufficient number of excess horses to achieve low 

AML, the Pahrump Field Office would return to the NWHR to remove excess horses above low AML 

and would conduct follow-up gathers over a 10 year period after the initial gather to remove any 

additional wild horses necessary to achieve and maintain the low range of AML as well as to gather a 

sufficient number of wild horses so as to implement the population control components of the Proposed 

Action for wild horses remaining on the range. 

 

If gather efficiencies of the initial gather should exceed the target removal number of horses necessary to 

bring the population within the AML range of 300-500 wild horses during the initial gather, BLM would 

begin implementing the population control components (fertility control vaccine and/or IUDs, gelding) of 

this alternative with the initial gather. The NWHR would continue to have a reproducing core breeding 

population range of 240-400 wild horses. The remaining balance of the herd (about 60-100 wild horses) 

would be managed as a non-breeding population of geldings. Population inventories and routine 

resource/habitat monitoring would be completed between gather cycles to document current population 

levels, growth rates and areas of continued resource concern (horse concentrations, riparian impacts, over-

utilization, etc) prior to any follow-up gather. The subsequent maintenance gather activities would be 

conducted in a manner consistent with those described for the initial gather and could be conducted 

during the period of November through February which is identified as the period of maximum 

effectiveness for fertility control application. Funding limitations and competing priorities might impact 

the timing of maintenance gather and population control components of the Proposed Action. 

 

The procedures to be followed for implementing fertility control are detailed in Appendix E. At the AML 

level established for the NWHR and based on known seasonal movements of the horses within the Range, 

sufficient genetic exchange should occur to maintain the genetic health of the population. All horses 

identified to remain in the NWHR population would be selected to maintain a diverse age structure, herd 

characteristics and body type (conformation). Please refer to Appendix D for further information on 

BLMôs use of contraception in wild horse management. 

 

2.2.4 Alternative 2   
Alternative 2 is similar to Alternative 1 with the exception that some fraction of the mares returning to the 

Range would be sterilized. The NWHR would continue to have reproducing core breeding population 

range of 240-400 wild horses. The balance of the herd (about 60-100 wild horses) would be managed as a 
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non-breeding population of sterilized mares and geldings. Gelded males and sterilized mares, horses that 

would otherwise be excess animals permanently removed from the range and sent to holding facilities for 

adoption/sales or long-term holding, may be returned to the range and managed as a non-breeding 

population of geldings  Some sterilized mares (approximately 40 mares) will be included in the herd, in 

order to reduce the expected growth rate, and to allow more mares to remain on the range. All mares 

released back to the range and not selected for sterilization would be treated with fertility control (vaccine 

and/or IUDs). Animals selected for release would be done with the objective of adjusting the sex ratio in 

favor of males by 60% and 40% mares. 

 

2.2.5 Alternative 3   
Gather and remove excess animals to the low range of AML without fertility control, sex ratio 

adjustments, or a non-reproducing component. Impacts from this alternative would be similar to the 

gathering and handling impacts under the Proposed Action, however there would be no horses released or 

population growth suppression techniques administered to released horses. Wild horses would be 

gathered to the low range of AML, the AML would be exceeded sooner than under the Proposed Action 

or Alternative 2 since fertility rates would be higher without the use population growth suppression 

techniques. 

 

2.2.6 Alternative 4: No Action  
Under the No Action Alternative, no gather would occur, and no additional management actions would be 

undertaken to control the size of the wild horse and burro population at this time. The No Action 

Alternative would not achieve the identified Purpose and Need.  The No Action Alternative does not 

comply with the WFRHBA of 1971, regulations, and the approved NTTR RMP (July 2004).  However, it 

is analyzed in this EA to provide a basis for comparison with the other action alternatives, and to assess 

the effects of not conducting a gather at this time.   

 

2.3 Alternatives Considered but Dismissed from Detailed Analysis 
 

2.3.1 Gather the HMA to the AML Upper Limit 
This alternative was dismissed from detailed study because AML would be exceeded the foaling season 

following the initial gather.  This would result in the need to follow up with another gather within one 

year, and in increased stress to individual wild horses and the herd and continuing resource damage due to 

wild horse overpopulation in the interim.  Nor would this alternative be consistent with the WFRHBA, 

which upon determination excess wild horses are present, requires their immediate removal.  

 

2.3.2 Fertility Control Treatment Only (No Removal) 
An alternative to gather a significant portion of the existing population (95% or more) and implement 

fertility control treatments only, without removal of excess wild horses was modeled using a three-

year gather/treatment interval over a 11-year period, in the WinEquus software. Based on this 

modeling, this alternative would not result in attainment of the AML range for the NWHR and the 

wild horse population would continue to have an average population growth rate of 12.3% to 19.4%, 

adding to the current wild horse overpopulation, albeit at a slower rate of growth. In 11 years and 100 

trials, the lowest number of 0 to 20+ year-old horses ever obtained was 727 and the highest was 

5827. In half the trials, the minimum population size in 11 years was less than 865 and the maximum 

was less than 3842. The average population size across 11 years ranged from 1323 to 2767. With the 

average population size, this would lead to approximately 660 mares at a minimum that would need 

to be treated each gather and this would still leave the average population of wild horses over 4 times 

above the low-end AML. It is important to understand that in this scenario, each time a wild horse is 

gathered it is counted, even though the same wild horse may be gathered multiple times during the 
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11-year period. And each time wild horse is treated with PZP-22, it is counted even though the same 

wild horse may be treated multiple times over the 11-year period. 

  

This alternative would not bring the wild horse population back to AML, would allow the wild horse 

population to continue to grow even further in excess of AML, and would allow resource concerns to 

further escalate. Implementation of this alternative would result in increased gather and fertility 

control costs without achieving a thriving natural ecological balance or resource management 

objectives. This alternative would not meet the purpose and need and therefore was eliminated from 

further consideration. 

 

2.3.3 Field Darting with ZonaStat-H (Native PZP) and Gonacon 
This alternative was eliminated from further consideration due to the difficulties inherent in darting wild 

horses in the project area. Field darting of wild horses works in small areas with good access where 

animals are acclimated to the presence of people who come to watch and photograph them. The size of 

the NWHR is very large (1,300,000 acres) and many areas do not have access. Access to military lands 

and the lack of approachability on the NWHR are such that it is not expected that delivering vaccine dose 

via darting could be possible with any regularity. The presence of water sources within the Range make it 

almost impossible to restrict wild horse access to be able to dart horses consistently. Horse behavior limits 

their approachability/accessibility, so that the number of mares expected to be treatable via darting would 

be insufficient to control growth. BLM would have difficulties keeping records of animals that have been 

treated due to common and similar colors and patterns. This formulation of PZP and Gonacon also 

requires a booster given every year following treatment to maintain the highest level of efficacy. Annual 

darting of wild horses in large areas can be very difficult to replicate and would be unreliable. For these 

reasons, this alternative was determined to not be an effective or feasible method applying population 

controls to wild horses from the NWHR. 

 

2.3.4 Predators as Population Control Method 
Predators such as mountain lions will prey on wild equids. However, monitoring indicates that the 

population of wild horses and burros within the NWHR HMA grows at a rate of about 15-20% per year. 

This annual rate of growth indicates predator populations within the NWHR are not sufficient to 

effectively slow wild horse and burro population growth. Further, wildlife management is the 

responsibility of the Nevada Department of Wildlife; BLM does not have the authority to manage 

predators within the state of Nevada. Therefore, this alternative was not considered in detail.  

 

2.3.5 Use of Chemical Vasectomy instead of Gelding 
The 2013 NAS report found that the three ómost promisingô fertility control methods at that time were 

PZP vaccines, GonaCon vaccine, and ñchemical vasectomy.ò However, up to this time, the only known 

study assessing chemical vasectomy in horses was published by Scully et al. (2015), and stallions treated 

in that study were not consistently sterilized. Stallions treated with the chemical vasectomy method still 

had viable sperm and were still potentially as fertile as untreated ócontrolô stallions in the study. BLMôs 

goal in having sterile stallions in Alternatives 1 and 2 is to retain some sterile stallions on the range, that 

would otherwise have to be removed. For that reason, BLM is not assessing sterilization techniques from 

the perspective of which methods would or would not minimize changes in behavior. From the 

perspective of the stallions that are gelded but returned to the range, their lives are expected to be changed 

less by gelding and return to the range than if they are gelded and removed from the range. Even though 

the chemical agent used in Scully et al (2015) and Collins and Kasbohm (2016) is available for use in the 

USA, it was not shown to be successful. In this context, BLMôs choice to use gelding as a management 

tool is not primarily motivated to reduce female fertility but rather, to allow some number of sterile males 

to return to the range that would otherwise be removed. For that reason, it is expedient to use a stallion 

sterilization method that is well established and common: namely, gelding. Some gelded horses that 
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would otherwise be excess animals permanently removed from the range and sent to holding facilities for 

adoption/sales or long-term holding, may be returned to the range and managed as a non-breeding 

population of geldings so long as the geldings do not result in the population exceeding mid-range AML. 

 

2.3.6 Chemical Immobilization 
Chemical immobilization as a method of capturing wild horses is not a viable alternative because it is a 

very specialized technique and is strictly regulated. Currently the BLM does not have sufficient expertise 

to implement this method and it would be impractical to use given the size of the HMA, access 

limitations, and approachability of the horses. 

  

2.3.7 Use of Wrangler on Horseback Drive-trapping 
Use of wranglers on horseback drive-trapping to remove excess wild horses can be somewhat effective on 

a small scale but due to the number of horses to be gathered, the large geographic size of the HMA, and 

lack of approachability of the animals, this technique would be ineffective and impractical as a substitute 

for helicopter trapping. Wild horses often outrun and outlast domestic horses carrying riders. Helicopter 

assisted roping is typically only used if necessary and when the wild horses are in close proximity to the 

gather site. For these reasons, this method was eliminated from further consideration. 

 

2.3.8 Raising the Appropriate Management Level for wild horses 
 
Delay of a gather until the AMLs can be reevaluated is not consistent with the WFRHBA, Public 

Rangelands Improvement Act (PRIA) or FLPMA or the existing NTTR RMP.  Monitoring data collected 

within the Range does not indicate that an increase in AML is warranted at this time. On the contrary, 

such monitoring data confirms the need to remove excess wild horses above AML to reverse downward 

trends and promote improvement of rangeland health. Delay of a gather until AML can be evaluated and 

adjusted is not consistent with the WFRHBA, Public Rangelands Improvement Act (PRIA) or FLPMA or 

NTTR RMP. Severe range degradation would occur in the meantime and large numbers of excess wild 

horses would ultimately need to be removed from the range in order to achieve the AMLs or to prevent 

the death of individual animals under emergency conditions. This alternative was eliminated from further 

consideration because it is contrary to the WFRHBA which requires the BLM to manage the rangelands 

to prevent the range from deterioration associated with an overpopulation of wild horses.  

Raising the AML where there are known resource degradation issues associated with an overpopulation 

of wild horses does not meet the Purpose and Need to restore a thriving natural ecological balance or meet 

Rangeland Health Standards. 

 

3.0 Affected Environment  
This section of the EA briefly discusses the relevant components of the human environment which would 

be either affected or potentially affected by the Action Alternatives or No Action (refer to Table 2).  .   

 

3.1  General Description of the Affected Environment 
The NWHR HMA encompasses 1.3 million acres of withdrawn public land, within Nye County, NV, 

(Map 1, Appendix A).   

 

The NWHR is located within the southern part of the Great Basin, the northernmost sub-province of the 

Basin and Range physiographic province.  The physiography of the NTTR is typical of the Basin and 

Range Province, with north-south trending mountain ranges separated by broad valleys.  Elevation within 

the North Range varies from 4,500 feet in the valley bottoms to 7,000-9,000 feet on the mountain tops.   

 



Nevada Wild Horse Range Herd Management Area Wild Horse Gather Plan 
Draft Environmental Assessment DOI-BLM-NV-S030-2020-0003-EA 

 

 10 

The amount of annual precipitation is strongly influenced by the elevation, with valley bottoms receiving 

about 6 inches to 12-16 inches at the highest elevations.  Temperatures also vary, from -20 degrees 

Fahrenheit in winter to between 100-105 degrees Fahrenheit in summer. 

 

3.2  Description of Affected Resources/Issues  
Table 2 lists the elements of the human environment subject to requirements in statute, regulation, or 

executive order which must be considered.   

 

Supplemental Authorities (Critical Elements of the Human Environment)  

 

Supplemental  Authorities  Present  Affected  Rationale  

ACECs NO  NO  Not present.  

Air Quality  YES  NO  

The planning area is outside a non -attainment area.   
I mplementation of the Proposed Action would result in 
small and temporary  areas of disturbance . 

Cultural Resources  YES  NO  

To prevent any impacts to cultural resources, trap sites 
and temporary holding facilities would be located in 
previous ly  disturb ed areas.  Cultural resource inventory 
and clearance would be required prior to using trap 
sites or holding facilities outside existing area s of 
disturbance  per the State Protocol under Appendix 
A.10 .  

Environmental Justice  NO  NO  Not present.  

Fish Habitat  NO  NO  Not present.  

Floodplains  Yes  NO  
Rangelands would be impacted by the proposed action. 
See analysis below.  

Forest and Rangelands /Vegetation  YES YES Present and affected ï see analysis.  

Fuels and Fire Management  YES NO  

Follow standard stipulations and mitigation measures to 
prevent human caused wildfires. Consult with the Fire 
Management Officer on current fire danger two weeks 
prior to field activities.  See Appendix H for standard 
stipulations and mitigation measures.  

Wildlif e including Migratory Birds  YES  YES 
Proposed action would occur outside of the migratory 
bird nesting season.  Wildlife are present , see analysis 

below.  

Native American Religious 
Concerns  

YES  NO  

No new ground disturbance is authorized. There will not 
be any historic properties under Section 106 that will 
be affected by the action.  

Noxious Weeds  YES  NO  

To prevent the risk for spread  weeds , hay is to be free 
of any weed seeds and any noxious weeds  or non -
native invasive weeds would be avoided when 
establishing and accessing trap sites and holding 
facilities. In addition, standard stipulations and 
mitigation measures would be followed to prevent the 
spread of weeds.  See Appendix H for standard 
stipu lations and mitigation measures.  

Prime or Unique Farmlands  NO  NO  Not present.  

Riparian -Wetland Zones /Soils  YES  YES  Present -  see analysis.  

T&E Species  NO  NO  

No federally listed or proposed to be listed species are 
known to be present.  No Designated Critical Habitat 
present.  
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Water Quality  YES  No  

Reduced wild horse and burro populations as outlined 
within the Proposed Action will mitigate and improve 
water quality concerns within the NWHR.  

Waste (Hazardous or Solid)  NO  NO  Not present.  

Wild and Scenic Rivers  NO  NO  Not present.  

Wilderness and Wilderness Study 

Area  
NO  NO  Not present.   

Wild Horse and Burro  YES YES Present -  see analysis.  

 

Critical elements of the human environment identified as present and potentially affected by the Action 

Alternatives (Alternative 1-3) and/or the No Action Alternative include:  

¶ Forest and Rangelands/Vegetation 

¶ Wildlife including Migratory Birds 

¶ Riparian-Wetland Zones/Soils 

¶ Wild Horse and Burro 

 

3.2.1 Forest and Rangelands/Vegetation 
Floristically, the North Range of the NTTR (where the proposed gather would take place) is within the 

Great Basin floristic province.  The lower elevation vegetation of this area is characterized by shadscale 

and greasewood (Sarcobatus vermiculatus).  Intermediate elevations are dominated by Great Basin desert 

scrub characterized by horsebrush (Tetradymia spp.), rabbitbrush (Chrysothamnus spp.), hopsage (Grayia 

spinosa), greasewood, shadscale, and sagebrush (Artemisia spinescens).  The higher elevations have 

pinyon and juniper trees with an understory of rabbitbrush and ephedra (Ephedra sp.).  Much of this 

habitat has been invaded by the non-native grass species cheatgrass (Bromus tectorum), which is not 

palatable to horses or burros most of the year.  

 

Rangeland or wild horse monitoring data collected from the NWHR shows that vegetative utilization 

attributable to wild horses has remained moderate to severe use in areas surround key water sources. Wild 

horse numbers have continued to increase while wildlife numbers have remained fairly constant. Excess 

utilization in key grazing areas and trampling in riparian areas by wild horses is currently impacting 

rangeland health and inhibiting recovery of both uplands and riparian areas. Without the removal of wild 

horses and burros in excess of low-end AML we would not see improvement of rangeland resources.  

 

The Proposed Action would impact vegetation temporarily with trampling and disturbance of vegetation 

occurring at gather sites and holding locations. Disturbance would occur to native vegetation in and 

around temporary gather corrals and holding facilities due to the use of vehicles and concentration of 

horses in the immediate area of such facilities. The disturbed area, however, would make up less than one 

acre. Gather corrals and holding facility locations are usually selected in areas easily accessible to 

livestock trailers and standard equipment, utilizing roads, gravel pits or other previously disturbed sites, 

and which are accessible using existing roads. New roads are not created to construct capture corrals. 

 

3.2.2 Riparian-Wetland Zones/Soils  
Water is a limiting factor on the Nevada Wild Horse Range. Of the 20 spring sources located within the 

NWHR only 6 have the production capability to develop storage for long term use. Cactus, Rose, 

Silverbow, Tunnel, Corral, and Cedar Springs were all developed with storage capabilities for wild horse 

and wildlife use. Of these developments, Silverbow, Tunnel, Corral, and Cedar Springs are permanently 

dry. During the summer months, the majority of the NWHR HMA herd waters at Rose Spring and at 

Cactus Spring if enough water can be stored during dryer months. The current over population of wild 

horses is increasing beyond to springs production capability, creating resource damage, and preventing 
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recovery of key sites and wildlife habitat. Even with the development of water storage and troughs of 

different springs current water supply is unable to meet the demands of the excessive wild horse and 

burro population within the HMA.   

  

The NWHR core use area contains small riparian areas and their associated plant species occur near 

seeps, springs, and along sections of perennial drainages. Many of these areas support limited riparian 

habitat and water flows. Available data show that wild horse and burro use of most of these areas 

currently ranges between moderate to severe use. Trampling and trailing damage by wild horses is evident 

at most locations; Soil compaction and surface and rill erosion is evident.  

 

In terms of direct impacts there are no negative impacts. However, in terms of indirect impacts, water 

quality will increase once wild horse and burro numbers are reduced. And under the No Action alternative 

water quality will further deteriorate. The majority of the springs are allowed to flow naturally over the 

landscape, which gets impacted by wild horse and burro use. To avoid the direct impacts potentially 

associated with the gather operation, temporary trap sites and holding/processing facilities would not be 

located within riparian areas. Managing the wild horse populations within the established AMLs over the 

next 10 years would be expected to initiate recovery of damaged riparian habitats. The amount of 

trampling/trailing would be reduced. Utilization of the available forage within the riparian areas would 

also be reduced to within allowable levels. Over the longer-term, continued management of wild horses 

within the established AMLs would be expected to result in healthier, more vigorous vegetative 

communities. Hoof action on the soil around unimproved springs and stream banks would be lessened 

which should lead to increased stream bank stability and decreased compaction and erosion. Improved 

vegetation around riparian areas would dissipate stream energy associated with high flows, and filter 

sediment, resulting in associated improvements in water quality. The Proposed Action would make 

progress towards achieving and maintaining proper functioning condition at riparian areas. There would 

also be reduced competition among wildlife, and wild horses for the available water.  But if the No Action 

Alternative it selected then water quality throughout the HMA will continue to decline.  
 

3.2.2 Wildlife including Migratory Birds 
The NWHR provides habitat for many species of wildlife, including large mammals like mule deer, 

pronghorn antelope, and Desert Bighorn Sheep, and several BLM sensitive animal species are found 

within the NWHR including several species of bats, raptors, greater sage-grouse, and other birds. 

  

The greater sage-grouse (BLM sensitive species) is a high-profile sensitive species that has been 

determined by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service to be warranted for listing but precluded due to higher 

priority species, and therefore considered a candidate species. The NWHR lies at the edge of the greater 

sage-grouse's range in Nevada and delineated habitat for Greater Sage-Grouse is identified in the 

north/northeastern portion of the NWHR, around the Kawich Range. The habitat identified around the 

Kawich Range that falls within the NWHR is winter habitat for greater sage-grouse. Only a small area of 

habitat within the NWHR is identified as summer habitat. Immediately north of the NWHR boundary is 

identified as nesting habitat for greater sage-grouse. Greater sage-grouse require a herbaceous understory 

of forbs and grass to provide nest concealment, as well as provide a diet of forbs and insects for sage-

grouse and their chicks. Riparian areas are frequently used by sage-grouse for late brood-rearing habitat. 

The NWHR overlaps the Kawich population management unit (PMU) identified in the local sage-grouse 

conservation plan. There are no known sage-grouse leks within the NWHR, but there are known leks 

north of the NWHR boundary. 

 

There is year-round pronghorn antelope habitat throughout the majority of the NWHR. Pronghorn prefer 

gentle rolling topography and flat prairie or tablelands. In some areas they are found utilizing the more 
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mountainous terrain. In the NWHR, the valleys between mountain ranges are the areas where you would 

expect to find Pronghorn. 

 

Desert bighorn sheep (BLM sensitive species) year-round habitat has been identified by Nevada 

Department of Wildlife (NDOW) in the western half of the NWHR. Desert bighorn sheep inhabit the 

Cactus Range, Stonewall Mountain, and Pahute Mesa within NWHR. Typical Desert Bighorn terrain is 

rough, rocky and steep, broken up by canyons and washes. This type of terrain affords them the advantage 

in coping with predation. Desert Bighorns live in regions of the state marked by hot summers and little 

annual precipitation. Bighorn sheep require daily access to freestanding water during summer months, 

and in drought conditions they may need to water daily throughout the year. 

 

Mule deer year-round habitat is also present throughout the NWHR, particularly in the mountainous 

areas. Designated NDOW mule deer habitat occurs in the Kawich Range, Cactus Range, Stonewall 

Mountain, Pahute Mesa, Shoshone Mountain, and Belted Range. Mule Deer move between various zones 

from the forest edges at higher elevations to the desert floor, depending on the season. Generally, they 

summer at higher elevations and winter at lower elevations, following the snow line. Mule Deer occupy 

almost all types of habitat within their range, yet they seem to prefer arid, open areas and rocky hillsides. 

Areas with bitterbrush and sagebrush provide common habitat. Mature bucks tend to prefer rocky ridges 

for bedding grounds, while the doe and fawn is more likely to bed down in the open. 

 

3.2.4 Wild Horses and Burros   
The NWHR pre-dates the 1971 Wild Free-Roaming Horses and Burros Act (WFRHBA).  The NWHR 

was created in June 1962 through a cooperative agreement between BLM Nevada and the Commander of 

Nellis Air Force Base.  The original NWHR was reduced to 399,000 acres in June 1965.   

 

The NWHR was formally designated as a herd management area (HMA) through the July 2004 ROD for 

the approved NTTR RMP.  The decision to designate 1.3 million acres of the NTTR as an HMA was 

based on the best available historical information that indicated wild horses probably used much of the 

northern portion of the range in 1971.  Under the 2004 ROD, the 484,000-acre NWHR HMA core area 

was used in establishing the AML as a range of 300-500 wild horses1.  Based on this in-depth analysis, 

500 animals is the upper limit of the population range that will lead to a thriving natural ecological 

balance in the NWHR HMA.  Removing excess wild horses before reaching the upper limit of the 

population range (500 animals) is expected to maintain a thriving natural ecological balance and multiple-

use relationship between wild horses, wildlife, vegetation and water resources and provide for safe and 

efficient military operations over the long-term.   

 

Based on analysis of data from an aerial survey in late May 2017 (Ekernas 2017), it was estimated that 

there were 970 adults on the NWHR at that time. In surveys, yearlings are included with adults in a single 

count, and young-of-the-year are recorded as foals. If the approximate growth rate of 20% per year is 

added to that estimate, the estimated herd size as of August 2018 would have been 1396 wild horses. The 

most recent removal of excess wild horses from the NWHR HMA was completed in August 2018 when 

801 horses were gathered and 801 were removed. The May 2019 aerial survey included a direct count of 

564 adults. These estimated numbers of adults in May 2017, animals removed in August 2018, and adults 

seen in May 2019 are consistent with an approximate growth rate of 18.5% -20%. The current estimated 

population of approximately 800 wild horses and 100 wild burros in the NWHR HMA is based on an 

aerial population survey completed in May 2019.   

 

 
1   A key management area is an area of land that influences or limits the use of the land surrounding it.  

Management actions are based on the key management area. 
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Water is a limiting factor on the Nevada Wild Horse Range. During the summer months, the majority of 

the NWHR herd waters at two primary water sources within the NWHR HMA core area; they are Cactus 

Spring and Rose Spring. Some horses water at other ephemeral/intermittent springs to a lesser extent; 

these springs have a reduced amount of water available to wild horses.  As a result, the BLM and 

Department of Defense (DoD) have had to provide supplemental water during the hot, dry summer 

months at several locations since July 2005 to sustain the excess wild horses on the NWHR HMA. This is 

a clear indication that the number of animals present on the NWHR exceeds the naturally available 

resources. This shortage of water has led to wild horses concentrating around the few remaining water 

sources, many of which are located adjacent to roads critical to military operations.   

 

The NWHR has had a number of emergency removals since 2007 due to lack of water resources within 

the Range. Since 2007 BLM has removed 1,928 excess wild horses from the range due to emergency 

removals. The area still has water issues due to the current overpopulation of wild horses within the 

Nevada Wild Horse Range.  

 

Monitoring data shows moderate to severe utilization of available forage within a 1-2-mile radius of the 

available water; horses are often traveling long distances to obtain adequate forage and social space.  At 

the present time, wild horses are mostly in good physical condition; however, the health of the current 

wild horse population cannot be sustained based on the current available water without continued 

artificial supplementation by the BLM and DoD. Which is not in compliance with the WFRHBA of 1971 

of managing wild horses and burros within a ñThriving Natural Ecological Balanceò and 43 CFR 4710.4 

ñmanagement shall be at the minimum level necessary to attain the objectives identified in approved Land 

Use Plans (LUPs) and Herd Management Area Plans (HMAPs). The Wild Horses and Burros 

Management Handbook 4700 further defines that supplemental feed or rely on water developments that 

require frequent maintenance is not consistent with management at the minimal level. It may, however, be 

appropriate to provide water in temporary emergency situations. 

 

Genetic analysis of the NWHR HMA herd was completed in June 20042, using a set of blood-based 

genetic markers. In that study (Cothran 2004), data indicated that while observed heterozygosity in the 

herd was relatively low, it was above the critical threshold for concern. Genetic similarity (S) of sampled 

horses was highest with the Heavy Draft horse breeds and Iberian breeds. Samples from the NWHR 

HMA herd had greatest similarity with horses from the Stone Cabin HMA, and the Antelope Valley and 

Dolly Varden herds. There is a high incidence of club-footed horses within the population; this condition 

may be attributed to a recessive gene within the breeding population. New genetic monitoring samples 

were collected during the gather in August of 2018; those results are still pending completion and 

analysis. 

 

The 2013 National Academies of Sciences (2013) recommended that single HMAs should not be 

considered isolated genetic population. Rather, managed herds of wild horses should be considered as 

components of interacting metapopulations, connected by interchange of individuals and gens due to both 

natural and human-facilitated movements. In the specific case of the NWHR, the ancestry of horse in this 

area is a mixed origin, apparently from a number of domestic breeds (Cothran 2004). The NAS report 

included further evidence that shows that the NWHR HMA herd is not genetically unusual, with respect 

to other wild horse herds.  Specifically, Appendix F of the 2013 NAS report is a table showing the 

estimated 'fixation index' (Fst) values between 183 pairs of samples from wild horse herds.  Fst is a 

measure of genetic differentiation, in this case as estimated by the pattern of microsatellite allelic 

diversity analyzed by Dr. Cothranôs laboratory.  Low values of Fst indicate that a given pair of sampled 

 
2   Genetic Analysis of the Feral Horse Herd from the Nevada Test and Training Range (Nellis), E. Gus Cothran, 

June 23, 2004, Department of Veterinary Science, University of Kentucky, Lexington, KY 40546-0076 (copy on file 

in the Las Vegas Field Office). 
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herds has a shared genetic background.  The lower the Fst value, the more genetically similar are the two 

sampled herds.  Values of Fst under approximately 0.05 indicate virtually no differentiation.  Values of 

0.10 indicate very little differentiation.  Only if values are above about 0.15 are any two sampled 

subpopulations considered to have evidence of elevated differentiation3.  In the 2013 NAS report 

appendix, samples from the NWHR HMA are listed in the table under the heading, ñNV Nellis.ò Fst 

values for the NWHR HMA herd had pairwise Fst values that were less than 0.05 with 134 other sets of 

samples.  This high level of genetic similarity was found in relation to other sampled herds including 

from California, Colorado, Idaho, Nevada, Oregon, Utah, and Wyoming.  These results support the 

interpretation that NWHR HMA horses are components in a highly connected metapopulation that 

includes horse herds in many other HMAs. 

 

Population modeling was completed for the Nevada Wild Horse Range using Version 3.2 of the 

WinEquus population (Jenkins 200) to analyze how the alternatives would affect the wild horse 

population. This modeling analyzed removal of excess wild horses within no fertility control, as 

compared to removal of excess wild horses with fertility control for released horses. The No Action (no 

removal) Alternative was also modeled. One objective of the modeling was to identify whether any of the 

alternatives ñcrashò the population or cause extremely low population numbers or growth rates. Minimum 

population levels and growth rates were found to be within reasonable levels and adverse impacts to the 

population not likely. Graphic and tabular results are also displayed in detail in Appendix C. 

 

4.0  Environmental Consequences 

4.1 Introduction  
This section of the EA documents the potential environmental impacts which would be expected with 

implementation of the Action Alternatives (Alternatives 1-3), and/or the No Action Alternative.  These 

include the direct impacts (those that result from the management actions) and indirect impacts (those that 

exist once the management action has occurred).   

 

4.2 Predicted Effects of Alternatives 
The direct and indirect impacts to these resources which would be expected to result with implementation 

of the Action Alternatives or No Action Alternative are discussed in detail below. 

 

4.2.1 Forest and Rangelands/Vegetation 
Impacts from Action Alternatives 1-2 

Temporary trap sites may have a short term impact on vegetation resources. These vegetative resources 

are currently being utilized by the existing wild horse population, the additional impact from a potential 

trap site would be minimal. 

 

Achieving and maintain the established AML, would benefit the vegetation by reducing the grazing 

pressure on the forage resources. Removal of excess wild horses would reduce the population to levels 

that would be in balance with the available water and forage resources. Maintaining AML within the 

NWHR would prevent overgrazing, damage by trampling or pawing, and would help promote improved 

rangeland health.   

 

Impacts from Alternative 3 

Impacts would be the same as in the proposed action; however, improved vegetative conditions for all 

plant species may not last as long because wild horse populations may exceed the high end of AML more 

quickly than under the proposed action 

 
3 Frankham, R., J. D. Ballou, and D. A. Briscoe. 2010. Introduction to conservation genetics, second edition. 

Cambridge University Press, New York, New York. 
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Impacts from No-Action Alternative 4 

Under the No Action alternative wild horse and burro levels would continue to increase and as a result 

areas of vegetative communities (rangeland) across the NTTR would continue to be over utilized by 

horses and burros. No short-term, localized disturbance would take place as no temporary corrals would 

be erected, but the continued presence of horses and burros over AML degrades habitat and removes 

forage plants for other wildlife species.  Under the no action alternative, the impacts to the rangeland 

would be detrimental overall.  

 

4.2.2 Wildlife including Migratory Birds 
Impacts from Action Alternatives 1-3  

The actions common to Alternatives 1-3 would add slightly to impacts discussed in the Reasonably 

Foreseeable Future Actions (Section 4.4) through wild horse gather activities. Disturbance to migratory 

birds, special status species, and wildlife from the helicopter and wild horses could occur but would be 

short-term and minimal. Damage to vegetation at trap sites would be on a small scale and would not have 

a measurable impact. Human presence at trap sites would temporarily disrupt wildlife activities. Short and 

long-term impacts would result from reducing wild horse numbers within the assessment area. The 

removal of excess wild horses would provide immediate benefit to migratory birds, special status species, 

and wildlife through less competition for forage and water and would allow gradual improvement of 

upland and riparian health.  

 

The project area contains riparian and sagebrush habitats, therefore potential impacts to neotropical 

migrants may be expected. If the gather occurs in the winter, this is when migratory species are not 

expected to be present within the HMA. However, in the event that weather or other factors (budget 

constraints, holding space limitations, etc.) prevent a winter gather, the gather could be during a portion of 

the migratory bird breeding season. As described in Appendix B, BLM policy prohibits the gathering of 

wild horses with helicopter (unless under emergency conditions) during the period of March 1st to June 

30th which includes and covers the six weeks that precede and follow the peak of foaling (mid-April to 

mid-May). The migratory bird breeding season for occurs during (March 1st through August 31st). Noise 

and activity from gathers occurring June 30th through August 31st may disturb migratory birds during the 

remaining portion of the breeding season. Migratory bird surveys would occur prior to gather sites being 

constructed during migratory bird breeding season to avoid or minimize potential impacts to breeding 

migratory birds.  

 

This impact would be minimal (generally less than 0.5 acre/trap site), temporary, and short-term (two 

weeks or less) in nature. Indirect impacts would be related to wild horse densities and patterns of use. The 

reduction in the current wild horse populations would provide opportunity for vegetative communities to 

progress toward achieving a thriving natural ecological balance. The action alternatives would support a 

more diverse vegetative composition and structure through improvement and maintenance of healthy 

populations of native perennial plants. Habitat improvements would result for migratory bird species 

including loggerhead shrikes, Brewerôs sparrows, sage thrashers, burrowing owls and migratory and 

resident raptor species. According to Paige and Ritter (1999), ñLongïterm heavy grazing may ultimately 

reduce prey habitat and degrade the vegetation structure for nesting and roosting. Light to moderate 

grazing may provide open foraging habitat.ò  

 

Competition with wildlife for water at developed springs, or natural springs and seeps, would be 

drastically reduced. For example, if the AML for a given HMA is 48 horses, and a population of 200 

horses used 10 gallons per day per horse at these isolated to limited scattered sources during the heat of 

the summer, approximately 14,400 gallons in a month would be consumed if AML is achieved instead of 
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60,000 gallons at the population level before gather. More water would be available for a longer period of 

time for the number of horses at AML and wildlife species dependent on the same source(s). 

 

Impacts from Action Alternative 1-2 

Cumulative impacts under these alternatives would be beneficial in nature with improved habitat 

conditions and a reduction in wild horse population growth rates that slows down the amount of time 

before the population again reaches or exceeds AML. Wildlife may be temporarily disturbed during wild 

horse gather operations but once gather operations are complete, the wildlife should return to normal 

activities. Because trap sites and holding corrals would not be located where sensitive animal and plant 

species are known to occur, there would be no impact from the placement of and activities at these 

facilities.  Nor would there be any impacts to populations of special status species as a result of gather 

operations. 

 

Removing excess wild horses from the NWHR and managing wild horses within AMLs would result in 

improved habitat conditions for all special status animal species by increasing herbaceous vegetative 

cover in the uplands and improving riparian vegetation and water quality springs and seeps, thereby 

improving the habitat on which they depend. 

 

Impacts from Action Alternative 3 

This alternative would be similar to Alternative 1 and 2, however the benefits would diminish sooner 

without sex ratio adjustment and the use of fertility control. Wildlife may be temporarily disturbed during 

gather operations but once gather operations are complete, the wildlife should return to normal activities. 

Because trap sites and holding corrals would not be located where sensitive animal and plant species are 

known to occur, there would be no impact from the placement of and activities at these facilities.  Nor 

would there be any impacts to populations of special status species as a result of gather operations. 

 

Removing excess wild horses from the NWHR and managing wild horses within AMLs would result in 

improved habitat conditions for all special status animal species by increasing herbaceous vegetative 

cover in the uplands and improving riparian vegetation and water quality springs and seeps, thereby 

improving the habitat on which they depend. However, improved habitat conditions for all special status 

animal species may not last as long because wild horse populations may exceed the high end of AMLs 

more quickly than under the proposed action. 

 

Impacts from No-Action Alternative 4 

Negative direct impacts such as disturbance and possible injury to wildlife due to a gather would not 

occur under this alternative, therefore resulting in less direct negative impacts. Individual animals would 

not be disturbed or displaced because gather operations would not occur under the No Action alternative. 

Beneficial indirect impacts to bird, wildlife, and special status species habitats, however, would not be 

realized and wild horse numbers in excess of AML would result in continuing decline of habitat condition 

and could adversely affect the viability of some bird and wildlife populations. 

 

4.2.3 Riparian-Wetland Zones/Soils 
Impacts from Action Alternatives 1-2 

Removal of excess wild horses and burros may increase vegetation cover, which in turn, may increase 

interception of precipitation.  This may decrease surface water run-off and increase local infiltration rates.  

The composition of the recovering vegetation (native versus non-native vegetation) may also affect 

infiltration and precipitation interception based on variation in plant density.  As the diverse coverage of 

grasses, trees, and shrubs increases, interception rates may increase, allowing for more infiltration of 

water into groundwater aquifers.  Evapotranspiration rates may also be altered as a result of the proposed 

action, but such changes may be small. 
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In addition, the Proposed Action will help restore previous hydrologic conditions at perched aquifer fed 

wetlands and springs, which have been impacted by wild burros digging away soils and consuming 

vegetation, causing severe erosion.  This erosion and reduction in vegetation has resulted in a lowered 

potentiometric perched aquifer surface. 

 

Impacts from Action Alternative 3 

Impacts from this alternative would be similar to the Alternatives 1 and 2.  AMLs would be achieved as a 

result of the gather, but wild horse populations may exceed the high end of AML sooner than under 

Alternatives 1 and 2. When wild horses numbers reach the high range of AML or exceeded, damage to 

riparian areas may be more evident. Water quality and quantity would diminish sooner and soil 

compactions from excessive trailing and loitering would be more evident. 

 

Impacts from No Action Alternative 4 

Under the No Action alternative wild horse and burro levels would continue to increase and vegetative 

cover would continue to decrease.  This removal of vegetation may decrease interception of precipitation 

on the surface as bare ground is exposed, especially following large-scale rain events.  Loss of living 

vegetative cover from invasive species may increase surface water run-off.  Such impacts may be most 

pronounced in the areas of concentrated animal numbers.  Grazing affects the species composition and 

biomass production of native plant communities through selective foraging. It is generally agreed that 

present-day local ecosystems did not evolve with significant selective pressure from large-bodied 

herbivores, and desert vegetation is very slow to recover if overgrazed or disturbed. As these current 

unsustainable population levels are likely to reduce the overall density of vegetation, interception rates 

may decline causing more surface water run-off.  Overall, impacts from the proposed no action may 

include lower transpiration and decreased interception of water from a lack of mature vegetative cover. 

 

Further, under the No Action alternative the severe erosion and lowering of the potentiometric of perched 

aquifer surfaces would continue, probably at an accelerated rate, potentially to a point where restoration 

would not be possible. 

 

4.2.4 Wild Horses and Burros  

Impacts Common to Action Alternatives 1-3 
Helicopter/ Bait and water trap impacts to wild horses 

 

Indirect impacts can occur to horses after the initial stress event (capture) and could include increased 

social displacement or increased conflict between studs. These impacts are known to occur intermittently 

during wild horse gather operations. Traumatic injuries could occur and typically involve biting and /or 

kicking bruises. Horses may potentially strike or kick gates, panels or the working chute while in corrals 

or trap which may cause injuries. Lowered competition for forage and water resources would reduce 

stress and fighting for limited resources (water and forage) and promote healthier animals. Indirect 

individual impacts are those impacts which occur to individual wild horses after the initial stress event, 

and may include spontaneous abortions in mares. These impacts, like direct individual impacts, are 

known to occur intermittently during wild horse gather operations. An example of an indirect individual 

impact would be the brief skirmish which occurs among studs following sorting and release into the stud 

pen, which lasts less than a few minutes and ends when one stud retreats. Traumatic injuries usually do 

not result from these conflicts. These injuries typically involve a bite and/or kicking with bruises which 

donôt break the skin. Like direct individual impacts, the frequency of occurrence of these impacts among 

a population varies with the individual animal. 

 

Spontaneous abortion events among pregnant mares following capture is also rare, though poor body 
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condition at time of gather can increase the incidence of spontaneous abortions. Given the two different 

capture methods proposed, spontaneous abortion is not considered to be an issue for either of the two 

proposed capture methods, since helicopter/drive trap method would not be utilized during peak foaling 

season (March 1 thru June 30), unless an emergency exists, and the water/bait trapping method is 

anticipated to be low stress. 

 

Foals are often gathered that were orphaned on the range (prior to the gather) because the mother rejected 

it or died. These foals are usually in poor, unthrifty condition. Orphans encountered during gathers are 

cared for promptly and rarely die or have to be euthanized. It is unlikely that orphan foals would be 

encountered since majority of the foals would be old enough to travel with the group of wild horses. Also 

depending on the time of year the current foal crop would be six to nine months of age and may have 

already been weaned by their mothers. 

 

Gathering wild horses during the summer months can potentially cause heat stress. Gathering wild horses 

during the fall/winter months reduces risk of heat stress, although this can occur during any gather, 

especially in older or weaker animals. Adherence to the SOPs and techniques used by the gather 

contractor or BLM staff would help minimize the risks of heat stress. Heat stress does not occur often, but 

if it does, death can result. Most temperature related issues during a gather can be mitigated by adjusting 

daily gather times to avoid the extreme hot or cold periods of the day. The BLM and the contractor would 

be pro-active in controlling dust in and around the holding facility and the gather corrals to limit the 

horsesô exposure to dust. 

 

The BLM has been gathering excess wild horses from public lands since 1975, and has been using 

helicopters for such gathers since the late 1970ôs. Refer to Appendix I for information on the methods that 

are utilized to reduce injury or stress to wild horses and burros during gathers. 

 

Since 2006, BLM Nevada has gathered over 40,000 excess animals. Of these, gather related mortality has 

averaged only 0.5%, which is very low when handling wild animals. Another 0.6% of the animals 

captured were humanely euthanized due to pre-existing conditions and in accordance with BLM policy. 

This data affirms that the use of helicopters and motorized vehicles are a safe, humane, effective and 

practical means for gathering and removing excess wild horses and burros from the range. BLM policy 

prohibits gathering wild horses with a helicopter (unless under emergency conditions) during the period 

of March 1 to June 30 which includes and covers the six weeks that precede and follow the peak of 

foaling period (mid-April to mid-May). 

 

Through the capture and sorting process, wild horses are examined for health, injury and other defects. 

Decisions to humanely euthanize animals in field situations would be made in conformance with BLM 

policy. BLM Euthanasia Policy IM 2015Ȥ070 is used as a guide to determine if animals meet the criteria 

and should be euthanized. Animals that are euthanized for nonȤgather related reasons include those with 

old injuries (broken hip, leg) that have caused the animal to suffer from pain or which prevent them from 

being able to travel or maintain body condition: old animals that have lived a successful life on the range, 

but now have few teeth remaining, are in poor body condition, or are weak from old age; and wild horses 

that have congenital (genetic) or serious physical defects such as club foot, or sway back and should not 

be returned to the range. 

 

Temporary Holding Facilities During Gathers 

 

Wild horses gathered would be transported from the trap sites to a temporary holding corral within the 

NWHR in goose-neck trailers or straight-deck semi-tractor trailers.  At the temporary holding corral, the 

wild horses would be aged and sorted into different pens based on sex.  The horses would be provided 
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ample supply of good quality hay and water.  Mares and their un-weaned foals would be kept in pens 

together. All horses identified for retention in the HMA would be penned separately from those animals 

identified for removal as excess.  All mares identified for release would be treated with fertility control 

vaccine in accordance with the Standard Operating Procedures (SOPs) for Fertility Control 

Implementation in Appendix III. 

 

At the temporary holding facility, a veterinarian, would provide recommendations to the BLM regarding 

care, treatment, and if necessary, euthanasia of the recently captured wild horses.  Any animals affected 

by a chronic or incurable disease, injury, lameness or serious physical defect (such as severe tooth loss or 

wear, club foot, and other severe congenital abnormalities) would be humanely euthanized using methods 

acceptable to the American Veterinary Medical Association (AVMA).  

 

Transport, Short Term Holding, and Adoption Preparation 

 

Wild horses removed from the range as excess would be transported to the receiving short-term holding 

facility in a goose-neck stock trailer or straight-deck semi-tractor trailers.  Trucks and trailers used to haul 

the wild horses would be inspected prior to use to ensure wild horses can be safely transported and that 

the interior of the vehicle is in a sanitary condition.  Wild horses would be segregated by age and sex 

when possible and loaded into separate compartments.  Mares and their un-weaned foals may be shipped 

together.  Transportation of recently captured wild horses is limited to a maximum of 8 hours.  During 

transport, potential impacts to individual horses can include stress, as well as slipping, falling, kicking, 

biting, or being stepped on by another animal.  Unless wild horses are in extremely poor condition, it is 

rare for an animal to die during transport. 

 

Upon arrival, recently captured wild horses are off-loaded by compartment and placed in holding pens 

where they are fed good quality hay and water.  Most wild horses begin to eat and drink immediately and 

adjust rapidly to their new situation.  At the short-term holding facility, a veterinarian provides 

recommendations to the BLM regarding care, treatment, and if necessary, euthanasia of the recently 

captured wild horses.  Any animals affected by a chronic or incurable disease, injury, lameness or serious 

physical defect (such as severe tooth loss or wear, club foot, and other severe congenital abnormalities) 

that was not diagnosed previously at the temporary holding corrals at the gather site would be humanely 

euthanized using methods acceptable to the AVMA.  Wild horses in very thin condition or animals with 

injuries are sorted and placed in hospital pens, fed separately and/or treated for their injuries.  Recently 

captured wild horses, generally mares, in very thin condition may have difficulty transitioning to feed.  A 

small percentage of animals can die during this transition; however, some of these animals are in such 

poor condition that it is unlikely they would have survived if left on the range.   

 

After recently captured wild horses have transitioned to their new environment, they are prepared for 

adoption or sale.  Preparation involves freeze-marking the animals with a unique identification number, 

vaccination against common diseases, castration, and de-worming.  During the preparation process, 

potential impacts to wild horses are similar to those that can occur during transport.  Injury or mortality 

during the preparation process is low, but can occur. 

 

Mortality at short-term holding facilities averages approximately 5% (GAO-09-77, Page 51), and includes 

animals euthanized due to a pre-existing condition, animals in extremely poor condition, animals that are 

injured and would not recover, animals which are unable to transition to feed; and animals which die 

accidentally during sorting, handling, or preparation. 

 

Adoption  
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Adoption applicants are required to have at least a 400 square foot corral with panels that are at least six 

feet tall. Applicants are required to provide adequate shelter, feed, and water. The BLM retains title to the 

horse for one year and the horse and facilities are inspected. After one year, the applicant may take title to 

the horse at which point the horse become the property of the applicant. Adoptions are conducted in 

accordance with 43 CFR § Subpart 4750. 

 

Sale with Limitation 

 

Buyers must fill out an application and be pre-approved before they may buy a wild horse. A sale-eligible 

wild horse is any animal that is more than 10 years old; or has been offered unsuccessfully for adoption at 

least 3 times.   The application also specifies that all buyers are not to sell to slaughter buyers or anyone 

who would sell the animals to a commercial processing plant. Sale of wild horses are conducted in 

accordance with the 1971 WFRHBA and congressional limitations that are presently in place. 

 

Off-range Pastures 

 

During the past 5 years (FY2015-2019), the BLM has removed approximately 30,000 excess wild horses 

or burros from the Western States. Most animals not immediately adopted or sold have been transported 

to Off-Range pastures in the Midwest given current Congressional prohibitions on selling excess animals 

without limitations, or on euthanizing healthy animals for which no adoption or sale demand exists as 

required by the WFRHBA.   

 

Potential impacts to wild horses from transport to adoption, sale or Off-range Pastures (ORP) are similar 

to those previously described.  One difference is that when shipping wild horses for adoption, sale or 

ORP, animals may be transported for a maximum of 24 hours.  Immediately prior to transportation, and 

after every 24 hours of transportation, animals are offloaded and provided a minimum of 8 hours on-the-

ground rest.  During the rest period, each animal is provided access to unlimited amounts of clean water 

and 2 pounds of good quality hay per 100 pounds of body weight with adequate bunk space to allow all 

animals to eat at one time.  The rest period may be waived in situations where the anticipated travel time 

exceeds the 24-hour limit but the stress of offloading and reloading is likely to be greater to the animals 

than the stress involved in the additional period of uninterrupted travel.   

 

Off-range pastures are designed to provide excess wild horses with humane, and in some cases life-long 

care in a natural setting off the public rangelands.  There wild horses are maintained in grassland pastures 

large enough to allow free-roaming behavior (i.e., the horses are not kept in corrals) and with the forage, 

water, and shelter necessary to sustain them in good condition.  About 33,429 wild horses that are in 

excess of the current adoption or sale demand (because of age or other factors such as economic 

recession), are currently located on private land pastures in Oklahoma, Kansas, and South Dakota 

[SAB1], And Iowa, Missouri, Wyoming, Montana, Nebraska, & Utah. Establishment of an ORP is 

subject to a separate NEPA and decision-making process.   Located in mid or tall grass prairie regions of 

the United States, these ORPs are highly productive grasslands compared to the more arid western 

rangelands.  These pastures comprise about 256,000 acres (an average of about 10-11 acres per animal).  

Of the animals currently located in ORP, less than one percent is age 0-4 years, 49 percent are age 5-10 

years, and about 51 percent are age 11+ years.   

 

Mares and sterilized stallions (geldings) are segregated into separate pastures except at one facility where 

geldings and mares coexist.  Although the animals are placed in ORP, they remain available for adoption 

or sale to qualified individuals; and foals born to pregnant mares in ORP are gathered and weaned when 

they reach about 8-12 months of age and are also made available for adoption.  The ORP contracts 

specify the care that wild horses must receive to ensure they remain healthy and well-cared for.  Handling 
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by humans is minimized to the extent possible, although regular on-the-ground observation by the ORP 

contractor and periodic counts of the wild horses to ascertain their well-being and safety are conducted by 

BLM personnel and/or veterinarians. A very small percentage of the animals may be humanely 

euthanized if they are in very poor condition due to age or other factors. Natural mortality of wild horses 

in ORP averages approximately 8% per year, but can be higher or lower depending on the average age of 

the horses pastured there (GAO-09-77, Page 52).  Wild horses residing on ORP facilities live longer, on 

the average, than wild horses residing on public rangelands, 

 

Euthanasia and Sale Without Limitation 

 

Under the WFRHBA, healthy excess wild horses can be euthanized or sold without limitation if there is 

no adoption demand for the animals.  However, while euthanasia and sale without limitation are allowed 

under the statute, these activities have not been permitted under current Congressional appropriations for 

over a decade and are consequently inconsistent with BLM policy.  If Congress should remove this 

prohibition, then excess horses removed from the NWHR could potentially be sold without limitations or 

humanely euthanized, as required by statute, if no adoption or sale demand exists for some of the 

removed excess horses.  

 

Wild Horses Remaining or Released into the HMA following Gather 

 

Under the Proposed Action, the post-gather population of wild horses would be about 145 wild horses, 

which is the low end of the AML range for the NWHR.  Reducing population size would also ensure that 

the remaining wild horses are healthy and vigorous, and not at risk of death or suffering from starvation 

due to insufficient habitat coupled with the effects of frequent drought (lack of forage and water).  

 

The wild horses that are not captured may be temporarily disturbed and move into another area during the 

gather operations.  With the exception of changes to herd demographics, direct population wide impacts 

have proven, over the last 20 years, to be temporary in nature with most if not all impacts disappearing 

within hours to several days of when wild horses are released back into the NWHR.  No observable effects 

associated with these impacts would be expected within one month of release, except for a heightened 

awareness of human presence.  

 

As a result of lower density of wild horses across the NWHR following the removal of excess horses, 

competition for resources would be reduced, allowing wild horses to utilize preferred, quality habitat.  

Confrontations between stallions would also become less frequent, as would fighting among wild horse 

bands at water sources.  Achieving the AML and improving the overall health and fitness of wild horses 

could also increase foaling rates and foaling survival rates over the current conditions.  

 

The primary effects to the wild horse population that would be directly related to this proposed gather would 

be to herd population dynamics, age structure or sex ratio, and subsequently to the growth rates and 

population size over time. 

 

The remaining wild horses not captured would maintain their social structure and herd demographics (age 

and sex ratios). No observable effects to the remaining population associated with the gather impacts would 

be expected except a heightened shyness toward human contact.  

 

Table 3.8-2 of the Ely Proposed Resource Management Plan/Final Environmental Impact Statement 

(November 2007) Pinyon Management Framework Plan (1983) shows that the NWHR reproductive 

viability is adequate. However, genetic data would be collected to continue monitor genetic diversity 

throughout the NWHR. At this time, there is no evidence to indicate that the NWHR wild horses suffer 
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from reduced genetic fitness at the established AML.    

 

Impacts to the rangeland as a result of the current overpopulation of wild horses would be reduced under 

the two gather and removal alternatives.  Fighting among stud horses would decrease since they would 

protect their position at water sources less frequently; injuries and death to all age classes of animals would 

also be expected to be reduced as competition for limited forage and water resources is decreased.   

 

Indirect individual impacts are those impacts which occur to individual wild horses after the initial stress 

event, and may include spontaneous abortions in mares, and increased social displacement and conflict in 

studs.  These impacts, like direct individual impacts, are known to occur intermittently during wild horse 

gather operations.  An example of an indirect individual impact would be the brief skirmish which occurs 

among older studs following sorting and release into the stud pen, which lasts less than two minutes and 

ends when one stud retreats.  Traumatic injuries usually do not result from these conflicts.  These injuries 

typically involve a bite and/or kicking with bruises which donôt break the skin.  Like direct individual 

impacts, the frequency of occurrence of these impacts among a population varies with the individual animal.  

 

Spontaneous abortion events among pregnant mares following capture is also rare, though poor body 

condition can increase the incidence of such spontaneous abortions.  Given the timing of this gather, 

spontaneous abortion is not considered to be an issue for the proposed gather. 

 

A few foals may be orphaned during gathers. This may occur due to:  

¶ The mare rejects the foal. This occurs most often with young mothers or very young foals,  

¶ The foal and mother become separated during sorting, and cannot be matched,  

¶ The mare dies or must be humanely euthanized during the gather,  

¶ The foal is ill, weak, or needs immediate special care that requires removal from the mother, 

¶ The mother does not produce enough milk to support the foal.  

 

Oftentimes, foals are gathered that were already orphans on the range (prior to the gather) because the 

mother rejected it or died.  These foals are usually in poor, unthrifty condition.  Orphans encountered during 

gathers are cared for promptly and rarely die or have to be euthanized.  

 

Most foals that would be gathered would be over four months of age and some would be ready for weaning 

from their mothers. In private industry, domestic horses are normally weaned between four and six months 

of age.  

 

Gathering the wild horses during the fall reduces risk of heat stress, although this can occur during any 

gather, regardless of season, especially in older or weaker animals.  Adherence to the SOPs as well and 

techniques used by the gather contractor help minimize the risks of heat stress.  Heat stress does not occur 

often, but if it does, death can result. 

 

During summer gathers, roads and corrals may become dusty, depending upon the soils and specific 

conditions at the gather area.  The BLM ensures that contractors mitigate any potential impacts from dust 

by slowing speeds on dusty roads and watering down corrals and alleyways.  Despite precautions, it is 

possible for some animals to develop complications from dust inhalation and contract dust pneumonia.  

This is rare, and usually affects animals that are already weak or otherwise debilitated due to older age or 

poor body condition.  Summer gathers pose increased risk of heat stress so Contractors use techniques that 

minimize heat stress, such as conducting gather activities in the early morning, when temperatures are 

coolest, and stopping well before the hottest period of the day. The helicopter pilot also brings in the horses 

at an easy pace.  If there are extreme heat conditions, gather activities are suspended during that time.  Water 

consumption is monitored, and horses or burros are often lightly sprayed with water as the corrals are being 
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sprayed to reduce dust.  The wild horses and burros appear to enjoy the cool spray during summer gathers.  

Individual animals are also monitored and veterinary or supportive care administered as needed. 

Electrolytes can be administered to the drinking water during gathers that involve animals in weakened 

conditions or during summer gathers.  Additionally, BLM Wild Horse and Burro staff maintains supplies 

of electrolyte paste if needed to directly administer to an affected animal.  As a result of adherence to SOPs 

and care taken during summer gathers, potential risks to wild horses associated with summer gathers can 

be minimized or eliminated. 

 

During winter gathers, wild horses and burros are often located in lower elevations, in less steep terrain due 

to snow cover in the higher elevations.  Subsequently, the animals are closer to the potential gather corrals, 

and need to maneuver less difficult terrain in many cases.  However, snow cover can increase fatigue and 

stress during winter gathers, therefore the helicopter pilot allows horses to travel slowly at their own pace.  

The Contractor may plow trails in the snow leading to the gather corrals to make it easier for animals to 

travel to the gather site and to ensure the wild horses can be safely gathered. 

 

Through the capture and sorting process, wild horses are examined for health, injury and other defects. 

Decisions to humanely euthanize animals in field situations would be made in conformance with BLM 

policy.  BLM Euthanasia Policy IM-2015-070 is used as a guide to determine if animals meet the criteria 

and should be euthanized (refer to SOPs Appendix I).  Animals that are euthanized for non-gather related 

reasons include those with old injuries (broken hip, leg) that have caused the animal to suffer from pain or 

which prevent them from being able to travel or maintain body condition; old animals that have lived a 

successful life on the range, but now have few teeth remaining, are in poor body condition, or are weak 

from old age; and wild horses that have congenital (genetic) or serious physical defects such as club foot, 

or sway back and should not be returned to the range.  

 

It is not expected that observed heterozygosity would be greatly reduced by the Action Alternatives.  The 

AML range of 300-500 should provide for a relatively high genetic effective population size and 

correspondingly low rate of loss of observed heterozygosity (well below 1% per generation, which is a 

suggested level in BLM 2010).  In the unlikely event that ongoing genetic monitoring revealed an 

unacceptably low level of observed heterozygosity, fertile animals from other HMAs could be introduced 

from other similar herds, in keeping with guidelines from the BLM WHB herd management handbook 

4700 (BLM 2010).                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                      

 

Impacts Common to Alternatives 1-2 

BLMs Use of Contraception in Wild Horse Management  

BLM has identified fertility control as a method that could be used to protect rangeland ecosystem health 

and to reduce the frequency of wild horse and wild burro gathers and removals.  Expanding the use of 

population growth suppression to slow population growth rates and reduce the number of animals 

removed from the range and sent to ORP is a BLM priority.  The WFRHBA of 1971 specifically provides 

for contraception (section 3.b.1).  No finding of excess animals is required for BLM to pursue 

contraception in wild horses or wild burros.  . 

 

Contraception has been shown to be a costȤeffective and humane treatment to slow increases in wild horse 

populations or, when used with other techniques, to reduce horse population size (Bartholow 2004, de 

Seve and BoylesȤGriffin 2013, Fonner and Bohara 2017).  All fertility control methods in wild animals 

are associated with potential risks and benefits, including effects of handling, frequency of handling, 

physiological effects, behavioral effects, and reduced population growth rates (Hampton et al. 2015).  

Contraception by itself does not remove excess horses from an HMAôs population, so if a wild horse 

population is in excess of AML, then contraception alone would result in some continuing environmental 

effects of horse overpopulation.  Successful contraception reduces future reproduction.  
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Successful contraception would be expected to reduce the frequency of horse gather activities, as well as 

wild horse management costs to taxpayers.  Bartholow (2007) concluded that the application of 2 or 3-

year contraceptives to wild mares could reduce operational costs in a project area by 12-20%, or up to 

30% in carefully planned population management programs.  He also concluded that contraceptive 

treatment would likely reduce the number of horses that must be removed in total, with associated cost 

reductions in the number of private placements and total holding costs.  Population suppression becomes 

less expensive if fertility control is long-lasting (Hobbs et al. 2000).  Although contraceptive treatments 

may be associated with a number of potential physiological, behavioral, demographic, and genetic effects, 

detailed below and in Appendix D, those concerns do not generally outweigh the potential benefits of 

using contraceptive treatments in situations where it is a management goal to reduce population growth 

rates (Garrott and Oli 2013). 

 
Fertility Control Vaccines 

Fertility control vaccines (also known as immunocontraceptives) meet BLM requirements for safety to 

mares and the environment (EPA 2009a, 2012).  Because they work by causing an immune response in 

treated animals, there is no risk of hormones or toxins being taken into the food chain when a treated mare 

or jenny dies.  The BLM and other land managers have mainly used three fertility control vaccine 

formulations for fertility control of wild horse mares on the range: ZonaStat-H, PZP-22, and GonaCon-

Equine.  As other formulations become available they may be applied in the future.  

 

In any vaccine, the antigen is the stimulant to which the body responds by making antigen-specific 

antibodies.  Those antibodies then signal to the body that a foreign molecule is present, initiating an 

immune response that removes the molecule or cell.  Adjuvants are additional substances that are 

included in vaccines to elevate the level of immune response.  Adjuvants help to incite recruitment of 

lymphocytes and other immune cells which foster a long-lasting immune response that is specific to the 

antigen. 

 

BLM has SOPs for fertility control vaccine application (BLM IM 2009-090, Appendix E).  Herds selected 

for fertility control vaccine use should have annual growth rates over 5%, have a herd size over 50 

animals, and have a target rate of treatment of between 50% and 90% of female wild horses or burros.  

The IM requires that treated mares be identifiable via a visible freeze brand or individual color markings, 

so that their vaccination history can be known.  The IM calls for follow-up population surveys to 

determine the realized annual growth rate in herds treated with fertility control vaccines.  

 

Porcine Zona Pellucida (PZP) Vaccine  

PZP may be applied to mares or jennies prior to their release back into the HMA.  PZP vaccines meet 

most of the criteria that the National Research Council (2013) used to identify promising fertility control 

methods, in terms of delivery method, availability, efficacy, and side effects.  PZP is relatively 

inexpensive, meets BLM requirements for safety to mares and jennies and the environment, and is 

produced as the liquid PZP vaccine ZonaStat-H, an EPA-registered commercial product (EPA 2012, SCC 

2015), or as PZP-22, which is a formulation of PZP in polymer pellets that may lead to a longer immune 

response (Turner et al. 2002, Rutberg et al. 2017).  

 

For the PZP-22 vaccine pellet formulation administered during gathers, each released mare or jenny 

would receive a single dose of the PZP contraceptive vaccine pellets at the same time as a dose of the 

liquid PZP vaccine with modified Freundôs Complete adjuvant.  Most mares and jennies recover from the 

stress of capture and handling quickly once released back into the HMA and none are expected to suffer 

serious long-term effects from the injections, other than the direct consequence of becoming temporarily 

infertile.  Injection site reactions associated with fertility control treatments are possible in treated mares 
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(Roelle and Ransom 2009, Bechert et al. 2013, French et al. 2017), but swelling or local reactions at the 

injection site are expected to be minor in nature.  

 

The historically accepted hypothesis explaining PZP vaccine effectiveness posits that when injected as an 

antigen in vaccines, PZP causes the mareôs immune system to produce antibodies that are specific to zona 

pellucida proteins on the surface of that mareôs eggs.  The antibodies bind to the mareôs eggs surface 

proteins (Liu et al. 1989), and effectively block sperm binding and fertilization (Zoo Montana, 2000).  

Because treated mares do not become pregnant but other ovarian functions remain generally unchanged, 

PZP can cause a mare to continue having regular estrus cycles throughout the breeding season.  Other 

research has shown, though, that there may be changes in ovarian structure and function due to PZP 

vaccine treatments (e.g., Joonè et al. 2017b, 2017c).  Research has demonstrated that contraceptive 

efficacy of an injected liquid PZP vaccine, such as ZonaStat-H, is approximately 90% or more for mares 

treated twice in one year (Turner and Kirkpatrick 2002, Turner et al. 2008).  The highest success for 

fertility control has been reported when the vaccine has been applied November through February.  High 

contraceptive rates of 90% or more can be maintained in horses that are boostered annually with liquid 

PZP (Kirkpatrick et al. 1992).  Approximately 60% to 85% of mares are successfully contracepted for one 

year when treated simultaneously with a liquid primer and PZP-22 pellets (Rutberg et al. 2017).  

Application of PZP for fertility control would reduce fertility in a large percentage of mares for at least 

one year (Ransom et al. 2011).  

 

Detailed effects of PZP are located in Appendix D. 

 

Gonadotropin Releasing Hormone (GnRH) Vaccine (GonaCon)  

GonaCon may be applied to mares prior to their release back into the HMA.  Taking into consideration 

available literature on the subject, the National Research Council concluded in their 2013 report that 

GonaCon-B (which is produced under the trade name GonaCon-Equine for use in feral horses and burros) 

was one of the most preferable available methods for contraception in wild horses and burros (NRC 

2013), in terms of delivery method, availability, efficacy, and side effects.  GonaCon-Equine is approved 

for use by authorized federal, state, tribal, public and private personnel, for application to wild and feral 

equids in the United States (EPA 2013, 2015). 

 

GonaCon is an immunocontraceptive vaccine which has been shown to provide multiple years of 

infertility in several wild ungulate species, including horses (Killian et al., 2008; Gray et al., 2010).  

GonaCon uses the gonadotropin-releasing hormone (GnRH), a small neuropeptide that performs an 

obligatory role in mammalian reproduction, as the vaccine antigen.  When combined with an adjuvant, the 

GnRH vaccine stimulates a persistent immune response resulting in prolonged antibody production 

against GnRH, the carrier protein, and the adjuvant (Miller et al., 2008).  The most direct result of 

successful GnRH vaccination is that it has the effect of decreasing the level of GnRH signaling in the 

body, as evidenced by a drop in luteinizing hormone levels, and a cessation of ovulation.  The lack of 

estrus cycling that results from successful GonaCon vaccination has been compared to typical winter 

period of anoestrus in open mares. As anti-GnRH antibodies decline over time, concentrations of 

available endogenous GnRH increase and treated animals usually regain fertility (Power et al., 2011).  

 

Changes in hormones associated with anti-GnRH vaccination lead to measurable changes in ovarian 

structure and function.  The volume of ovaries reduced in response to treatment (Garza et al. 1986, Dalin 

et al. 2002, Imboden et al. 2006, Elhay et al. 2007, Botha et al. 2008, Gionfriddo 2011a, Dalmau et al. 

2015).  Treatment with an anti-GnRH vaccine changes follicle development (Garza et al. 1986, Stout et 

al. 2003, Imboden et al. 2006, Elhay et al. 2007, Donovan et al. 2013, Powers et al. 2011, Balet et al. 

2014), with the result that ovulation does not occur. 
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BLM may apply GonaCon-Equine to captured mares. As is true for PZP vaccines, the expectation at 

NWHR is that the majority of vaccine treatments would take place after animals are captured via bait/ 

water trapping or via helicopter drive trapping. GonaCon-Equine can safely be reapplied as necessary to 

control the population growth rate.  Even with one booster treatment of GonaCon-Equine, it is expected 

that most, if not all, mares would return to fertility at some point, although the average duration of effect 

after booster doses has not yet been quantified.  Although it is unknown what would be the expected rate 

for the return to fertility rate in mares boosted more than once with GonaCon-Equine, a prolonged return 

to fertility would be consistent with the desired effect of using GonaCon (e.g., effective contraception).  

Once the herd size in the project area is at AML and population growth seems to be stabilized, BLM 

could make a determination as to the required frequency of new mare treatments and mare re-treatments 

with GonaCon, to maintain the number of horses within AML 

 

Injection site reactions associated with immunocontraceptive treatments are possible in treated mares 

(Roelle and Ransom 2009).  Whether injection is by hand or via darting, GonaCon-Equine is associated 

with some degree of inflammation, swelling, and the potential for abscesses at the injection site (Baker et 

al. 2018).  Swelling or local reactions at the injection site are generally expected to be minor in nature, but 

some may develop into draining abscesses. 

 

Detailed effects of GonaCon are located in Appendix D. 

 

PZP and GonaCon Indirect Effects 

One expected long-term, indirect effect on wild horses treated with fertility control, such as PZP or 

GonaCon would be an improvement in their overall health (Turner and Kirkpatrick 2002).  Many treated 

mares would not experience the biological stress of reproduction, foaling and lactation as frequently as 

untreated mares and jennies.  The observable measure of improved health is higher body condition scores 

(Nuñez et al. 2010).  After a treated mare returns to fertility, her future foals would be expected to be 

healthier overall and would benefit from improved nutritional quality in the mareôs milk.  This is 

particularly to be expected if there is an improvement in rangeland forage quality at the same time, due to 

reduced wild horse population size.  Past application of fertility control has shown that maresô overall 

health and body condition remains improved even after fertility resumes.  Fertility control vaccine 

treatment may increase mare survival rates, leading to longer potential lifespan (Turner and Kirkpatrick 

2002, Ransom et al. 2014a).  To the extent that this happens, changes in lifespan and decreased foaling 

rates could combine to cause changes in overall age structure in a treated herd (i.e., Turner and 

Kirkpatrick 2002, Roelle et al. 2010), with a greater prevalence of older mares in the herd (Gross 2000).  

Observations of mares treated in past gathers showed that many of the treated mares were larger than, 

maintained higher body condition than, and had larger healthy foals than untreated mares.  

 

Effects of Gelding  

Various forms of fertility control can be used in wild horse and burro herd management.  These can help 

with the goals of maintaining herds at or near AML, reducing fertility rates, and reducing the frequency of 

gathers and removals.  The WFRHBA of 1971 specifically provides for contraception and sterilization 

(16 U.S.C. 1333 section 3.b.1). Fertility control measures have been shown to be a cost-effective and 

humane treatment to slow increases in wild horse herds or, when used in combination with gathers, to 

reduce herd size (Bartholow 2004, de Seve and Boyles-Griffin 2013, Fonner and Bohara 2017).  An 

extensive body of peer-reviewed scientific literature details the expected impacts of various fertility 

control methods on wild horses and burros.  No finding of excess animals is required for BLM to pursue 

sterilization in wild horses or wild burros. 

 

Although fertility control treatments may be associated with a number of potential physiological, 

behavioral, demographic, and genetic effects, those impacts are generally minor and transient, do not 
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prevent overall maintenance of a self-sustaining population, and do not generally outweigh the potential 

benefits of using contraceptive treatments in situations where it is a management goal to reduce 

population growth rates (Garrott and Oli 2013).  Fertility control that affects individual horses and burros 

does not prevent BLM from ensuring that there will be self-sustaining populations of wild horses and 

burros in single herd management areas (HMAs), in complexes of HMAs, and at regional scales of 

multiple HMAs and complexes. Under the WFRHBA of 1971, BLM is charged with maintaining self-

reproducing populations of wild horses and burros.  The National Academies of Sciences (2013) 

encouraged BLM to manage wild horses and burros at the spatial scale of ñmetapopulationsò ï that is, 

across multiple HMAs and complexes in a region.  In fact, many HMAs have historical and ongoing 

genetic and demographic connections with other HMAs, and BLM routinely moves animals from one to 

another to improve local herd traits and maintain high genetic diversity.  Some HMAs may be managed as 

non-reproducing, in whole or in part.  Thus, although treated individuals may experience long-lasting 

effects, such as sterility, that does not of itself cause significant impacts at the level of populations, which 

are the object of BLM management. 

 

Discussions about herds that are ónon-reproducingô in whole or in part are in the context of this 

ómetapopulationô structure, where self-sustaining herds are not necessarily at the scale of single 

HMAs.  So long as the definition of what constitutes a self-sustaining population includes the larger set of 

HMAs that have past or ongoing demographic and genetic connections ï as is recommended by the NAS 

2013 report ï it is clear that single HMAs can be managed as nonreproducing in whole or in part while 

still allowing for a self-sustaining population of wild horses or burros at the broader spatial scale.  Wild 

horses and burros are not an endangered species (USFWS 2015), nor are they rare.  Nearly 72,000 adult 

wild horses and nearly 16,000 adult wild burros roam BLM lands as of March 1, 2019, and those numbers 

do not include at least 12,000 WH&B on US Forest Service lands, and at least 60,000 feral horses on 

tribal lands in the Western United States. 

 

Neutering (gelding)  

Stallions between the ages of 6 months and 20 years, with a Henneke body condition score of 3 or higher 

(Henneke 1983) could be selected for gelding (see Appendix F).  No animals which appear to be 

distressed, injured, or in poor health or condition would be selected for gelding.  Stallions would not be 

gelded within 72 hours of capture.  The surgery would be performed by a veterinarian using general 

anesthesia and appropriate surgical techniques.  The final determination of which specific animals would 

be gelded would be based on the professional opinion of the attending veterinarian in consultation with 

the authorized officer (see Gelding SOPs in Appendix F).   

When gelding procedures are done in the field, geldings would be released near a water source, when 

possible, approximately 24 to 48 hours following surgery.  When the procedures are performed at a BLM-

managed ORC, selected stallions would be shipped to the facility, gelded, held in a separate pen to 

minimize risk for disease, and returned to the range within 30 days.  

Though castration (gelding) is a common surgical procedure, some level of minor complications after 

surgery may be expected (Getman 2009), and it is not always possible to predict when postoperative 

complications would occur.  Fortunately, the most common complications are almost always self-

limiting, resolving with time and exercise.  Individual impacts to the stallions during and following the 

gelding process should be minimal and would mostly involve localized swelling and bleeding.  

Complications may include, but are not limited to: minor bleeding, swelling, inflammation, edema, 

infection, peritonitis, hydrocele, penile damage, excessive hemorrhage, and eventration (Schumacher 

1996, Searle et al. 1999, Getman 2009).  A small amount of bleeding is normal and generally subsides 

quickly, within 2-4 hours following the procedure.  Some degree of swelling is normal, including 

swelling of the prepuce and scrotum, usually peaking between 3-6 days after surgery (Searle et al. 1999).  
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Swelling should be minimized through the daily movements (exercise) of the horse during travel to and 

from foraging and watering areas.  Most cases of minor swelling should be back to normal within 5-7 

days, more serious cases of moderate to severe swelling are also self-limiting and are expected to resolve 

with exercise after one to 2 weeks.  Older horses are reported to be at greater risk of post-operative 

edema, but daily exercise can prevent premature closure of the incision, and prevent fluid buildup 

(Getman 2009).  In some cases, a hydrocele (accumulation of sterile fluid) may develop over months or 

years (Searle et al. 1999).  Serious complications (eventration, anesthetic reaction, injuries during 

handling, etc.) that result in euthanasia or mortality during and following surgery are rare (e.g., 

eventration rate of 0.2% to 2.6% noted in Getman 2009, but eventration rate of 4.8% noted in Shoemaker 

et al. 2004) and vary according to the population of horses being treated (Getman 2009).  Normally one 

would expect serious complications in less than 5% of horses operated under general anesthesia, but in 

some populations these rates have been as high as 12% (Shoemaker 2004).  Serious complications are 

generally noted within 3 or 4 hours of surgery but may occur any time within the first week following 

surgery (Searle et al. 1999).  If they occur, they would be treated with surgical intervention when 

possible, or with euthanasia when there is a poor prognosis for recovery. 

For intact stallions, testosterone levels appear to vary as a function of age, season, and harem size (Khalil 

et al 1998).  It is expected that testosterone levels will decline over time after castration. Domestic 

geldings had a significant prolactin response to sexual stimulation but lacked the cortisol response present 

in stallions (Colborn et al. 1991).  Although libido and the ability to ejaculate tends to be gradually lost 

after castration (Thompson et al. 1980), some geldings continue to intromit (Rios and Houpt 1995, 

Schumacher 2006).  

Detailed effects of neutering or gelding are located in Appendix D. 

 

Use of intra-Uterine Devices (IUDs) 

Up through the present time, BLM has not used IUDs to control fertility as a wild horse and burro fertility 

control method on the range. The BLM has supported and continues to support research into the 

development and testing of effective and safe IUDs for use in wild horse mares (Baldrighi et al. 2017). 

However, existing literature on the use of IUDs in horses allows for inferences about expected effects of 

any management alternatives that might include use of IUDs.  

 

IUDs may be implanted into mares in conjunction with the fertility control drug or by itself. The use of 

them simultaneously may provide for more effective fertility control. Any mare that receives an IUD will 

be documented and photos taken for field identification. The mares would be observed on occasion to see 

if/when the mare has another foal. It is expected that the IUD will eventually fall out. 

 

Detailed effects of the use of IUDs are located in Appendix D. 

 

Impacts of Alternative 1 (Proposed Action) 

The Proposed Action would remove all excess wild burros within and outside the NWHR. Under this 

alternative, excess wild horses would be removed to the lower range of the AML. All wild horses residing 

outside the HMA would be removed. Fertility control would be applied to all breeding age mares that are 

captured and released after low AML is achieved. Successful implementation of this alternative requires a 

90-95% gather efficiency in order to have enough animals in the initial gather available for release post-

gather. Historically, gather efficiencies have average about 80% for the NWHR. If gather efficiencies do 

not allow for the attainment of the chosen action, or if BLM is unable to remove a sufficient number of 

wild horses in the initial gather, the Pahrump FO would return following the initial gather to remove 

excess wild horses. This would allow the Pahrump FO to achieve the desired goal of reaching the low 
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range of AML as well as to gather a sufficient number of remaining horses to implement fertility control 

treatments to control population growth.   

 

When gather efficiencies have been able to achieve horse numbers within the range of AML, maintenance 

gathers to reapply fertility control and to remove adoptable excess wild horses would be conducted for the 

next 10 years following the date of the initial gather. All mares selected for release would be treated with 

fertility control vaccine and/or IUDs. During the initial gather approximately 90% of the existing wild 

horses would be gathered and 100% of the existing wild burros would be gathered and removed 

(approximately 720 wild horses with the 2020 foal crop and 100 wild burros). Approximately 300-400 

wild horses would be released back into NWHR and BLM will  Some gelded horses that would otherwise 

be excess animals permanently removed from the range and sent to holding facilities for adoption/sales or 

long-term holding, may be returned to the range and managed as a non-breeding population of geldings. 

The NWHR would continue to have a reproducing core breeding population range of 240-400 wild 

horses. The remaining balance of the herd (about 60-100 wild horses) would be managed as a non-

breeding population of geldings. Population inventories and routine resource/habitat monitoring would be 

completed between gather cycles to document current population levels, growth rates and areas of 

continued resource concern (horse concentrations, riparian impacts, over-utilization, etc) prior to any 

follow-up gather. All population growth suppression techniques would be conducted in accordance with 

the approved standard operating and post-treatment monitoring procedures (SOPs, Appendices E & F). 

Animals selected for release would be done with the objective of adjusting the sex ratio in favor of males 

by 60% and 40% mares. Mares and studs would be selected to maintain a divers age structure, herd 

characteristics and body type (conformation). 

 

Decreased competition for forage following removal of excess animals, coupled with reduced 

reproduction as a result of fertility control treatments, should result in improved health and condition of 

mares and foals and would maintain healthy range conditions over the longer-term. Additionally, reduced 

reproduction rates would be expected to extend the time interval between gathers reduce disturbance to 

individual animals as well as herd social structure over the foreseeable future. 

 

The removal of excess horse to AML and maintaining it would reduce damage to the range from the 

current overpopulation of wild horses and allow vegetation resources time to recover over the next 4-5 

years. Removal of excess wild horse would also improve herd health. Less competition for forage and 

water resources would reduce stress and promote healthier animals. 

 

Impacts of Alternative 2  

Alternative 2 is similar to Alternative 1 with the exception that some fraction of the mares returning to the 

Range would be sterilized. The NWHR would continue to have reproducing core breeding population 

range of 240-400 wild horses. The balance of the herd (about 60-100 wild horses) would be managed as a 

non-breeding population of sterilized mares and geldings. Gelded males and sterilized mares  that would 

otherwise be excess animals permanently removed from the range and sent to holding facilities for 

adoption/sales or long-term holding, may be returned to the range and managed as a non-breeding 

population of geldings  Some sterilized mares (approximately 40 mares) will be included in the herd, in 

order to reduce the expected growth rate, and to allow more mares to remain on the range. All mares 

released back to the range and not selected for sterilization would be treated with fertility control (vaccine 

and/or IUDs).  

 

   

 

Effects of Spaying   
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Population growth suppression becomes less expensive if fertility control is long-lasting (Hobbs et al. 

2000), such as with spaying and neutering.  For the purposes of this EA, óspayingô is defined to be the 

sterilization of a female horse (mare) by either surgical or other physical means. Usually this is 

accomplished by removal of the ovaries, but other physical methods such as tubal ligation or oviduct 

blockage that lead to sterility may also be considered a form of spaying.  The three methods considered in 

this document are ovariectomy via colpotomy, ovariectomy via flank laparoscopy, and non-surgical 

physical sterilization.  Unlike in dog and cat spaying, spaying a horse or burro does not entail removal of 

the uterus.   

 

Ovariectomy via Colpotomy Procedure 

Colpotomy is a surgical technique in which there is no external incision, reducing susceptibility to 

infection.  For this reason, ovariectomy via colpotomy has been identified as a good choice for feral or 

wild horses (Rowland et al. 2018).  Ovariectomy via colpotomy is a relatively short surgery, with a 

relatively quick expected recovery time.  In 1903, Williams first described a vaginal approach, or 

colpotomy, using an ecraseur to ovariectomize mares (Loesch and Rodgerson 2003).  The ovariectomy 

via colpotomy procedure has been conducted for over 100 years, normally on open (non-pregnant), 

domestic mares.  It is expected that the surgeon should be able to access ovaries with ease in mares that 

are in the early- or mid-stage of pregnancy.  The anticipated risks associated with the pregnancy are 

described below.  When wild horses or burros are gathered or trapped for fertility control treatment there 

would likely be mares in various stages of gestation.  Removal of the ovaries is permanent and 100 

percent effective, however the procedure is not without risk.  

 

Ovariectomy via Flank Laparoscopy Procedure 

Flank laparoscopy (Lee and Hendrickson 2008) is commonly used in domestic horses for application in 

mares due to its minimal invasiveness and full observation of the operative field.  Ovariectomy via flank 

laparoscopy was seen as the lowest risk method considered by a panel of expert reviewers convened by 

USGS (Bowen 2015). In a review of unilateral and bilateral laparoscopic ovariectomy on 157 mares, 

Röcken et al. (2011) found that 10.8% of mares had minor post-surgical complications and recorded no 

mortality. Mortality due to this type of surgery, or post-surgical complications, is not expected, but is a 

possibility.  In two studies, ovariectomy by laparoscopy or endoscope-assisted colpotomy did not cause 

mares to lose weight, and there was no need for rescue analgesia following surgery (Pader et al. 2011, 

Bertin et al. 2013).  This surgical approach entails three small incisions on the animalôs flank, through 

which three cannulae (tubes) allow entry of narrow devices to enter the body cavity: these are the 

insufflator, endoscope, and surgical instrument.  The surgical procedure involves the use of narrow 

instruments introduced into the abdomen via cannulas for the purpose of transecting the ovarian pedicle, 

but the insufflation should allow the veterinarian to navigate inside the abdomen without damaging other 

internal organs.  The insufflator blows air into the cavity to increase the operating space between organs, 

and the endoscope provides a video feed to visualize the operation of the surgical instrument.  This 

procedure can require a relatively long duration of surgery but tends to lead to the lowest post-operative 

rates of complications.  Flank laparoscopy may leave three small (<5 cm) visible scars on one side of the 

horseôs flank, but even in performance horses these scars are considered minimal.  It is expected that the 

tissues and musculature under the skin at the site of the incisions in the flank will heal quickly, leaving no 

long-lasting effects on horse health.  Monitoring for up to two weeks at the facility where surgeries take 

place will allow for veterinary inspection of wound healing.  The ovaries may be dropped into the 

abdomen, but this is not expected to cause any health problem; it is usually done in ovariectomies in cattle 

(e.g., the Willis Dropped Ovary Technique) and Shoemaker et al. (2014) found no problems with 

revascularization or necrosis in a study of young horses using this method.   

 

Physical, Non-surgical Mare Sterilization 
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This type of procedure would include any physical form of sterilization that does not involve surgery.  

This could include any form of physical procedure that leads a mare to be unable to become pregnant, or 

to maintain a pregnancy.  For example, one form of physical, non-surgical sterilization causes a long-term 

blockage of the oviduct, so that fertile eggs cannot go from the ovaries to the uterus.  The mare retains her 

ovaries.  The mare would be sterile, although she would continue to have estrus cycles.  Because of the 

retention of estrus cycles, it is expected that behavioral outcomes would be similar to those observed for 

PZP vaccine treated mares.  The procedure is transcervical, so the treated mare cannot have a fetus in the 

uterus at the time of treatment. Treated mares would need to be screened to ensure they are not pregnant, 

because transcervical procedures can cause a pregnancy to terminate.  Screening could be with transrectal 

palpation or ultrasonography.  Those procedures require restraint and evacuation of the colon, and for a 

veterinarian to feel across the rectum, or hold an ultrasound probe there, but do not require sedation or 

analgesia.  

 

One form of oviduct blockage infuses medical-grade N-butyl cyanoacrylate glue into the oviduct to cause 

long-term blockage (Bigolin et al. 2009).  A pilot project used this approach in six domestic mares, and 

has shown that after three years of breeding by a fertile stallion, all six mares remained infertile (Dr. I. 

Liu, UC Davis Emeritus Professor, personal communication to BLM). A three person team of experts is 

required to manipulate and operate an endoscope monitor, insert and hold the endoscope, manipulate and 

position a fine-tipped catheter into the oviduct, and infuse the fluid into the oviduct. After restraint, 

sedation and analgesic administration, fecal material is removed from the rectum, the tail is wrapped and 

suspended, and the vaginal area is cleaned with betadine. An endoscope is inserted through the cervix to 

the uterotubal junction (which is the entrance to the oviduct).  A sterile catheter is inserted into the 

uterotubal junction.  A half mL of N-butyl cyanoacrylate is infused into each oviduct.  A new catheter is 

used for the procedure on the second oviduct.  The mares are monitored initially for 10 minutes, but no 

further pain management is expected to be needed.   

 

Detailed effects of spaying are located in Appendix D. 

 
All fertility control methods affect the behavior and physiology of treated animals (NAS 2013), and are 

associated with potential risks and benefits, including effects of handling, frequency of handling, 

physiological effects, behavioral effects, and reduced population growth rates (Hampton et al. 2015).  

Because spaying and neutering animals requires capturing and handling, the risks and costs associated 

with capture and handling of horses may be comparable to those of gathering for removal, but with 

expectedly lower adoption and long-term holding costs 

 

Impacts of Alternative 3 

Implementation of Alternative 3 would result in capturing fewer wild horses than would be captured in 

Alternative 1 in the initial gather. Alternative 3 does not include any fertility control method use, so 

annual herd growth rates are expected to be higher under Alternative 3 than under Alternatives 1 or 2. As 

a result, over the 10-year period of analysis covered by this EA, a greater number of animals would need 

to be removed under Alternative 3 than under Alternatives 1 or 2..  A gate cut removal would be 

implemented rather than a selective removal (i.e., the gather would end when the number of excess wild 

horses which requires removal has been captured).  Alternative 3 would not involve fertility control; 

mares would not undergo the additional stress of receiving fertility control injections or freeze-marking 

and would foal at normal rates until the next gather is conducted.  The post-gather sex ratio would be 

about 50:50 mares to studs, or would slightly favor mares.  This would be expected to result in fewer and 

smaller bachelor bands, increased female reproduction on a proportional basis within the herd, larger band 

sizes, and individual mares would likely begin actively producing at a slightly older age.   

 

Impacts of Alternative 4 (No Action)  
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Under the No Action Alternative, there would be no active management to control the population size 

within the established AML at this time.  In the absence of a gather, wild horse and burro populations 

would continue to grow at an average rate of approximately 20% per year.  Without a gather and removal 

now, the wild horse population would grow to approximately 1,670 in four yearsô time based on the 

average annual growth rate.  Wild burro populations would grow to approximately 207 in four yearsô time 

based on the average annual growth rate, approximately 15%.  

 

Use by wild horses and burros would continue to exceed the amount of forage available for their use.  

Competition between wildlife, wild burros, and wild horses for limited forage and water resources would 

continue.  Damage to rangeland resources would continue or increase.  Over time, the potential risks to 

the health of individual horses and burros would increase, and the need for emergency removals to 

prevent their death from starvation or thirst would also increase.  Over the long-term, the health and 

sustainability of the wild horse and burro population is dependent upon achieving a thriving natural 

ecological balance and sustaining healthy rangelands.  Allowing wild horses and burros to die of 

dehydration or starvation would be inhumane and would be contrary to the WFRHBA which requires that 

excess wild horses be immediately removed.  Allowing rangeland damage to continue to result from wild 

horse and burro overpopulation would also be contrary to the WFRHBA which requires the BLM to 

ñprotect the range from the deterioration associated with overpopulationò, ñremove excess animals from 

the range so as to achieve appropriate management levelsò, and ñto preserve and maintain a thriving 

natural ecological balance and multiple-use relationship in that area.ò 

 

4.3 Cumulative Effects for All Alternatives 
 
The NEPA regulations define cumulative impacts as impacts on the environment that result from the 

incremental impact of the Proposed Action when added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable 

future actions, regardless of what agency or person undertakes such actions (40 CFR 1508.7).  

Cumulative impacts can result from individually minor but collectively significant actions taking place 

over a period of time.  The cumulative impacts study area (CSA) for the purposes of evaluating 

cumulative impacts is the Nevada Wild Horse Range HMA.  

 

According to the 1994 BLM Guidelines for Assessing and Documenting Cumulative Impacts, the 

cumulative analysis should be focused on those issues and resource values identified during scoping that 

are of major importance.  Accordingly, the issues of major importance to be analyzed are: 

 

4.3.1 Past and Present Actions 
 

4.3.1.1 Wild Horses 
In 1971 Congress passed the Wild Free- Roaming Horses and Burros Act which place wild and free-

roaming horses, that were not claimed for individual ownership, under the protection of the Secretaries of 

Interior and Agriculture. In 1976 the Federal Land Policy and Management Act (FLPMA) gave the 

Secretary the authority to use motorized equipment in the capture of wild free- roaming horses as well as 

continued authority to inventory the public lands. In 1978, the Public Range Improvement Act (PRIA) 

was passed which amended the WFRHBA to provide additional directives for BLMôs management of 

wild free-roaming horses on public lands. 

 

Past actions include establishment of wild horse Herd Management Areas, establishment of AML for wild 

horses, wild horse gathers, vegetation treatment and range improvements throughout the area. 

 

The NTTR RMP designated the NWHR HMA for the long-term management of wild horses.  The HMA 

established in 2004 is actually larger than the original range that was designated for the wild horses in 

June 1965, which was 399,000 acres.  The current size of 1.3 million acres just nearly triple the original 
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range boundaries. Management of wild horses within the HMA today is guided by the NTTR RMP (July 

2004).  AML was established as a population range of 300-500 wild horses and 0 wild burros in 2004 

through issuance of the NTTR RMP.   

 

A Herd Management Area Plan was signed June 2008 which provided further guidance on short and long-

term management and monitoring objectives for the herd and its habitat (Final Environmental Assessment 

for the Nevada Wild Horse Range Herd Management Area Plan EA NV052-2008-223).  

The herd management plan also incorporate a number of population control methods such as fertility 

control, 60/40 sex ratio in favor of males, and a non-reproducing component of geldings. The plan also 

proposed the maintenance and/or reconstruct existing water developments. The reconstruct was 

completed on the water sources in the summer of 2016. 

 

The actions which have influenced todayôs wild horse population are primarily wild horse gathers, which 

have resulted in the capture of 3,579 wild horses, the removal of 3,025 excess horses, and release of 500 

horses back into the HMA in the past 17 years. 

 

4.4 Reasonably Foreseeable Future Actions 
 

4.4.1 Wild Horses 
In the future, the BLM would manage wild horses within the HMAs that have suitable habitat for a 

population range, while maintaining age structure,  and sex ratios. Current policy is to express all future 

wild horse AMLs as a range, to allow for regular population growth, as well as better management of 

populations rather than individual HMAs. The BLM would continue to conduct monitoring to assess 

progress toward meeting rangeland health standard. Wild Horses would continue to be a component of the 

public lands and manage within a multiple use concept. 

 

While there is no anticipation for amendments to the Wild Free- Roaming Horses and Burros Act that 

would change the way wild horses could be managed on the public lands, the Act has been amended three 

times since 1971. Therefore, there is potential for amendment as a reasonably foreseeable future action. 

 

Over the next 10-year period, reasonably foreseeable future actions include gathers about every 2-3 years 

to remove excess wild horses in order to manage population size within the established AML range.  The 

excess animals removed would be transported to ORC where they would be prepared for adoption, sale 

(with limitations), or ORP.   

4.5 Summary of Past, Present, and Reasonably Foreseeable Future Actions 
 

Impacts Common to Action Alternatives (1-3) 

The cumulative effects associated with the capture and removal of excess wild horses and burros includes 

gather-related mortality of less than 1% of the captured animals, about 5% per year associated with 

transportation, short term holding, adoption or sale with limitations and about 8% per year associated with 

long-term holding.  This compares with natural mortality on the range ranging from about 5-8%  per year 

for foals (animals under age 1), about 5% per year for horses ages 1-15, and 5-100% for animals age 16 

and older (Jenkins 1996, Garrott and Taylor 1990).  In situations where forage and/or water are limited, 

mortality rates increase, with the greatest impact to young foals, nursing mares and jennies, and older 

horses and burros.  Animals can experience lameness associated with trailing to/from water and forage, 

foals may be orphaned (left behind) if they cannot keep up with their mother, or animals may become too 

weak to travel.  After suffering, often for an extended period, the animals may die.  Before these 

conditions arise, the BLM generally removes the excess animals to prevent their suffering from 

dehydration or starvation.   
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While humane euthanasia and sale without limitation of healthy horses and burros for which there is no 

adoption demand is authorized under the WFRHBA, Congress prohibited the use of appropriated funds 

between 1987 and 2004 and again since 2010 for this purpose.   

 

The other cumulative effects which would be expected when incrementally adding either of the Action 

Alternatives to the CSA would include continued improvement of upland vegetation conditions, which 

would in turn benefit native wildlife and wild horse population as forage (habitat) quality and quantity is 

improved over the current level.  Benefits from a reduced wild horse and burro population would include 

fewer animals competing for limited forage and water resources.  Cumulatively, there should be more 

stable wild horse populations, healthier rangelands, healthier wild horses, and fewer multiple use conflicts 

in the area over the short and long-term.  Over the next 15-20 years, continuing to manage wild horses 

and burros within the established AML range would achieve a thriving natural ecological balance and 

multiple use relationship on public lands in the area.   

 

Impacts of Alternative 1 (Proposed Action) 

Application of fertility control, gelding stallions, and adjustment in sex ratios to favor males should slow 

population growth rates, and result in fewer gathers and, therefore, fewer gather-related impacts. Having a 

number of mares treated with fertility control methods (vaccines and / or IUDs) could decrease the annual 

growth rate for the herd for a few years after the end of the 10-year time period analyzed in this EA.  .  

However, return of wild horses back into the HMA could lead to decreased ability to effectively gather 

horses in the future as released horses learn to evade the helicopter and water/bait traps.   

 

Impacts of Alternative 2 

Application of fertility control and the spay and gelding of individuals will slow population growth and 

result in fewer gathers and, therefore, fewer gather-related impacts. Having a number of mares treated 

with fertility control methods (vaccines and / or IUDs) could decrease the annual growth rate for the herd 

for a few years after the end of the 10-year time period analyzed in this EA.  However, return of wild 

horses back into the HMA could lead to decreased ability to effectively gather horses in the future as 

released horses learn to evade the helicopter and water/bait traps. 

 

Impacts of Alternative 3 

Removal of wild horses from the HMA would be associated with all the gather-related impacts noted in 

this EA.  Wild horses left in the HMA would possibly develop a decreased ability to effectively to be 

gathered in the future as the horses learn to evade or avoid the helicopter and water/bait traps. 

 

Impacts of Alternative 4 (No Action) 

Under the No Action Alternative, the wild horse population could exceed 1600 animals in four years and 

the wild burro population could exceed 200 animals in four years.  Movement outside the HMA would be 

expected as greater numbers of horses and burros search for food and water for survival, thus impacting 

larger areas of public lands.  Heavy to excessive utilization of the available forage would be expected and 

the water available for use could become increasingly limited.  Eventually, ecological plant communities 

would be damaged to the extent that they are no longer sustainable, and the wild horse and burro 

population would be expected to crash.  

 

Emergency removals could be expected in order to prevent individual animals from suffering or death as 

a result of insufficient forage and water.  Considering that water hauling has been required in recent years, 

and that the herd continues to grow, these emergency removals could occur as early as 2020.  During 

emergency conditions, competition for the available forage and water increases.  This competition 

generally impacts the oldest and youngest horses and burros as well as lactating mares and jennies first.  

These groups would experience substantial weight loss and diminished health, which could lead to their 
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prolonged suffering and eventual death.  If emergency actions are not taken, the overall population could 

be affected by severely skewed sex ratios towards stallions and jacks as they are generally the strongest 

and healthiest portion of the population.  An altered age structure would also be expected.   

 

Cumulative impacts would result in foregoing the opportunity to improve rangeland health and to 

properly manage wild horses and burros in balance with the available forage and water and other multiple 

uses.  Attainment of site-specific vegetation management objectives and Standards for Rangeland Health 

would not be achieved.  AML would not be achieved and the opportunity to collect the scientific data 

necessary to re-evaluate AML levels, in relationship to rangeland health standards, would be foregone.   

 

5.0  Monitoring and Mitigation Measures 
The BLM COR and PI assigned to the gather would be responsible for ensuring contract personnel abide 

by the contract specifications and the SOPs (Appendix F).  Ongoing monitoring of forage condition and 

utilization, water availability, aerial population surveys, and animal health would continue.   

 

Fertility control monitoring would be conducted in accordance with the SOPs (Appendix B). Informal 

monitoring of the herdôs social behavior would be incorporated into routine monitoring.  This informal 

monitoring could include observations of fertile stallions, geldings, females, and foals, with a goal of 

making additional, ground-based, observations of foal to adult ratios.  

 

Genetic monitoring could continue to take place in association with gather events. In the unlikely event 

that ongoing genetic monitoring revealed an unacceptably low level of observed heterozygosity, fertile 

animals from other HMAs could be introduced, in keeping with guidelines from the BLM WHB herd 

management handbook 4700 (BLM 2010).  
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6.0 List of Preparers 
The following list identifies the interdisciplinary team memberôs area of responsibility:  

Name  Resource  Email  Phone Number  

Boris Poff Water/Soils (SNDO) bpoff@blm.gov (702) 515-5154 

Braydon Gaard Wilderness (SNDO) bgaard@blm.gov (702) 515-5457 

Connor Murphy Geology/Minerals (LVFO) csmurphy@blm.gov (702) 515-5288 

Corey Lange Wildlife (PFO) clange@blm.gov (702) 515-5082 

Deborah Downs Editor (LVFO/PFO) dadowns@blm.gov (702) 515-5278 

Peter (Evan) Myers Wildlife (LVFO) pmyers@blm.gov (702) 515-5157 

Janyne Pringle Natural Resource Specialist (LVFO) jpringle@blm.gov (702) 515-5030 

James Grof Recreation (PFO) jgrof@blm.gov (702) 515-5064 

Kim Mangum Tribal Liaison (Energy and Infrastructure) kmangum@blm.gov (702) 515-5034 

Lara Kobelt Livestock Grazing/Vegetation (SNDO) lkobelt@blm.gov (702) 515-5022 

Lee Kirk 
Planning and Environmental Coordinator 

(LVFO/PFO) 
jkirk@blm.gov (702) 515-5026 

Lisa Christianson Air/Greenhouse Gas/Waste (SNDO) l50chris@blm.gov (702) 515-5127 

Mike Chondoronek Cultural (PFO) mchodoronek@blm.gov (702) 515-5059 

Michael Evans Geologist/Minerals (PFO) mevans@blm.gov (702) 515-5153 

Sean McEldery Fuels/Fire (SNDO) smcelder@blm.gov (702) 515-5285 

Steve Leslie Visual Resources  sleslie@blm.gov (702) 515-5054 

Tabitha Romero Wild Horse and Burro Specialist (SNDO) tromero@blm.gov (702) 515-5171 

Tarl Norman Invasive Species (SNDO) tnorman@blm.gov (702) 515-5295 

 

  

mailto:dadowns@blm.gov
mailto:sleslie@blm.gov
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7.0 Consultation and Coordination 

The Southern Nevada District Office held the state-wide meeting on June 24, 2019; eight letters were 

received, and one public participant attended. Specific concerns included whether most were not in 

support of the use of helicopters and the gathering of excess wild horses. Their comments were entered 

into the record for this hearing. Standard Operating Procedures were reviewed in response to these 

concerns and no changes to the SOPs were indicated based on this review. 

 

8.0 Public Involvement 
The draft environmental assessment will be made available to interested individuals, agencies and 

groups for a 30-day public review and comment period.  

 

10.0 Appendices  
   Appendix A ï  Maps  

   Appendix B ï Comprehensive Animal Welfare Program (Gather Operations SOPôs) 

   Appendix C ï Win Equus Population Modeling Results 

   Appendix D ï PZP, GonaCon, Spay, Geld Literature Reviews 

   Appendix E ï Fertility Control Treatment Standard Operating Procedures 

   Appendix F ï Standard Operating Procedures for Field Castration (Gelding) of Wild Horse 

Stallions 

   Appendix G ï Literature Cited 

   Appendix H ï Standard Stipulations and Mitigation Measures 

Appendix I ï Summary of Public Comments Received 
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Appendix A. Maps 
Map 1: Nevada Wild Horse Range 
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Map 2: Nevada Wild Horse Range Developed Spring Locations 
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Appendix B. Gather Operations Standard Operating Procedures 
 

 

Gathers would be conducted by utilizing contractors from the Wild Horse Gathers-Western States 

Contract, or BLM personnel. The following procedures for gathering and handling wild horses would 

apply whether a contractor or BLM personnel conduct a gather. For helicopter gathers conducted by BLM 

personnel, gather operations will be conducted in conformance with the Wild Horse Aviation 

Management Handbook (January 2009). 

  

Prior to any gathering operation, the BLM will provide a pre-gather evaluation of existing conditions in 

the gather area(s). The evaluation will include animal conditions, prevailing temperatures, drought 

conditions, soil conditions, road conditions, and a topographic map with wilderness boundaries, the 

location of fences, other physical barriers, and acceptable trap locations in relation to animal distribution. 

The evaluation will determine whether the proposed activities will necessitate the presence of a 

veterinarian during operations. If it is determined that a large number of animals may need to be 

euthanized or gather operations could be facilitated by a veterinarian, these services would be arranged 

before the gather would proceed. The contractor will be apprised of all conditions and will be given 

instructions regarding the gather and handling of animals to ensure their health and welfare is protected. 

  

Trap sites and temporary holding sites will be located to reduce the likelihood of injury and stress to the 

animals, and to minimize potential damage to the natural resources of the area. These sites would be 

located on or near existing roads whenever possible. 

  

The primary gather methods used in the performance of gather operations include: 

1. Helicopter Drive Trapping. This gather method involves utilizing a helicopter to herd wild horses into a 

temporary trap. 

 

2. Helicopter Assisted Roping. This gather method involves utilizing a helicopter to herd wild horses or 

burros to ropers. 

 

3. Bait Trapping. This gather method involves utilizing bait (e.g., water or feed) to lure wild horses into a 

temporary trap. 

  

The following procedures and stipulations will be followed to ensure the welfare, safety and humane 

treatment of wild horses in accordance with the provisions of 43 CFR 4700. 

  

Helicopter Gather Methods used in the Performance of Gather Contract Operations 

  

The primary concern of the contractor is the safe and humane handling of all animals gathered.  

 

All gather attempts shall incorporate the following: 

  

1. All trap and holding facilities locations must be approved by the Contracting Officer's Representative 

(COR) and/or the Project Inspector (PI) prior to construction. All trap and holding facilities locations 

must be approved by the LCOR/COR/PI prior to construction. The Contractor may also be required to 

change or move trap locations as determined by the LCOR/COR/PI. LCOR/COR/PI will determine when 

capture objectives are met. All traps and holding facilities not located on public land must have prior 

written approval of the landowner that will be provided to the LCOR prior to use. Selection of all traps 

and holding sites will include consideration for public and media observation. 
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2. The rate of movement and distance the animals travel must not exceed limitations set by the 

LCOR/COR/PI who will consider terrain, physical barriers, access limitations, weather, condition of the 

animals, urgency of the operation (animals facing drought, starvation, fire, etc.) and other factors. The 

trap site shall be moved close to WH&B locations whenever possible to minimize the distance the 

animals need to travel. 

 

3. All traps, wings, and holding facilities shall be constructed, maintained and operated to handle the 

animals in a safe and humane manner and be in accordance with the following: 

  

a. When moving the animals from one pasture/allotment to another pasture/allotment, the fencing 

wire needs to be let down for a distance that is approved by the LCOR on either side of the gate or 

crossing. 

b. If jute is hung on the fence posts of an existing wire fence in the trap wing, the wire should 

either be rolled up or let down for the entire length of the jute in such a way that minimizes the possibility 

of entanglement by WH&Bs unless otherwise approved by the LCOR/COR/PI. No modification of 

existing fences will be made without authorization from the LCOR/COR/PI. The Contractor shall be 

responsible for restoration of any fence modification which they have made. 

c. Building a trail using domestic horses through the fence line, crossing or gate may be necessary 

to avoid animals hitting the fence. 

d. The trap site and temporary holding facility must be constructed of stout materials and must be 

maintained in proper working condition. Traps and holding facilities shall be constructed of portable 

panels, the top of which shall not be less than 72 inches high for horses and 60 inches for burros, and the 

bottom rail of which shall not be more than 12 inches from ground level. All traps and holding facilities 

shall be oval or round in design with rounded corners. 

e. All portable loading chute sides shall be a minimum of 6 feet high and shall be fully covered on 

the sides with plywood, or metal without holes. 

f.  All alleyways that lead to the fly chute or sorting area shall be a minimum of 30 feet long and a 

minimum of 6 feet high for horses, and 5 feet high for burros and the bottom rail must not be more than 

12 inches from ground level. All gates and panels in the animal holding and handling pens and alleys of 

the trap site must be covered with plywood, burlap, plastic snow fence or like material approximately 48ò 

in height to provide a visual barrier for the animals. All materials shall be secured in place. These 

guidelines apply: 

 

i.  For exterior fences, material covering panels and gates must extend from the top of the 

panel or gate toward the ground. 

ii.  For alleys and small internal handling pens, material covering panels and gates shall 

extend from no more than 12 inches below the top of the panel or gate toward the ground to 

facilitate visibility of animals and the use of flags and paddles during sorting. 

iii. The initial capture pen may be left uncovered as necessary to encourage animals to 

enter the first pen of the trap. 

iv. Padding must be installed on the overhead bars of all gates used in single file ally. 

v. An appropriate chute designed for restraining WH&Bôs must be available for 

necessary procedures at the temporary holding facility. The government furnished portable fly 

chute to restrain, age, or provide additional care for the animals shall be placed in the alleyway in 

a manner as instructed by or in concurrence with the LCOR/COR/PI. 

vi. There must be no holes, gaps or openings, protruding surfaces, or sharp edges present 

in fence panels, latches, or other structures that may cause escape or possible injury. 

vii. Hinged, self-latching gates must be used in all pens and alleys except for entry gates 

into the trap, which may be secured with tie ropes or chains. 
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viii. When dust conditions occur within or adjacent to the trap or holding facility, the 

Contractor shall be required to wet down the ground with water. 

  

All animals gathered shall be sorted into holding pens as to age, size, temperament, sex, condition, and 

whether animals are identified for removal as excess or retained in the HMA. These holding pens shall be 

of sufficient size to minimize, to the extent possible, injury due to fighting and trampling as well as to 

allow animals to move easily and have adequate access to water and feed. All pens will be capable of 

expansion on request of the LCOR/COR/PI. Alternate pens, within the holding facility shall be furnished 

by the Contractor to separate mares or Jennies with small foals, sick and injured animals, and private 

animals from the other animals. Under normal conditions, the BLM will require that animals be restrained 

to determine an animalôs age, sex, and ownership. In other situations restraint may be required to conduct 

other procedures such as veterinary treatments, restraint for fertility control vaccinations, castration, 

spaying, branding, blood draw, collection of hair samples for genetic monitoring, testing for equine 

diseases, and any application of GPS collars and radio tags (if called for). In these instances, a portable 

restraining chute may be necessary and will be provided by the government. Alternate pens shall be 

furnished by the Contractor to hold animals if the specific gathering requires that animals be released 

back into the capture area(s) following selective removal and/or population suppression treatments. In 

areas requiring one or more satellite traps, and where a centralized holding facility is utilized, the 

contractor may be required to provide additional holding pens to segregate animals transported from 

remote locations so they may be returned to their traditional ranges. Either segregation or temporary 

marking and later segregation will be at the discretion of the LCOR/COR/PI. The LCOR will determine if 

the corral size needs to be expanded due to horses staying longer, large. 

  

FEEDING AND WATERING  

a. Adult WH&Bs held in traps or temporary holding pens for longer than 12 hours must be fed every 

morning and evening and provided with drinking water at all times other than when animals are being 

sorted or worked. 

  

b. Dependent foals must be reunited with their mares/jennies at the temporary holding facility within four 

hours of capture unless the LCOR/COR/PI authorizes a longer time or foals are old enough to be weaned. 

If a nursing foal is held in temporary holding pens for longer than 4 hours without their dams, it must be 

provided with water and good quality weed seed free hay. 

  

c. Water must be provided at a minimum rate of 10 gallons per 1,000 pound animal per day, adjusted 

accordingly for larger or smaller horses, burros and foals, and environmental conditions, with each trough 

placed in a separate location of the pen (i.e. troughs at opposite ends of the pen) with a minimum of one 

trough per 30 horses. Water must be refilled at least every morning and evening when necessary. 

  

d. Good quality weed seed free hay must be fed at a minimum rate of 20 pounds per 1,000 pound adult 

animal per day, adjusted accordingly for larger or smaller horses, burros and foals. 

  

1. Hay must not contain poisonous weeds or toxic substances. 

2. Hay placement must allow all WH&Bôs to eat simultaneously. 

  

e. When water or feed deprivation conditions exist on the range prior to the gather, the LCOR/COR/PI 

shall adjust the watering and feeding arrangements in consultation with the onsite veterinarian as 

necessary to provide for the needs of the animals to avoid any toxicity concerns. 

  

TRAP SITE 
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A dependent foal or weak/debilitated animal must be separated from other WH&Bs at the trap site to 

avoid injuries during transportation to the temporary holding facility. Separation of dependent foals from 

mares must not exceed four hours unless the LCOR/COR/PI authorizes a longer time or the decision is 

made to wean the foals. 

  

TEMPORARY HOLDING FACILITY  

a. All WH&Bôs in confinement must be observed at least twice daily during feeding time to identify sick 

or injured WH&Bs and ensure adequate food and water. 

  

b. Non-ambulatory WH&Bôs must be located in a pen separate from the general population and must be 

examined by the LCOR/COR/PI and/or on-call or on-site veterinarian no more than 4 hours after 

recumbency (lying down) is observed. Unless otherwise directed by a veterinarian, hay and water must be 

accessible to an animal within six hours after recumbency. 

  

c. Alternate pens must be made available for the following: 

  

1. WH&Bs that are weak or debilitated 

2. Mares/jennies with dependent foals 

3. Aggressive WH&Bôs that could cause serious injury to other animals. 

  

d. WH&Bôs in pens at the temporary holding facility shall be maintained at a proper stocking density such 

that when at rest all WH&Bôs occupy no more than half the pen area. 

  

e. It is the responsibility of the Contractor to provide security to prevent loss, injury or death of captured 

animals until delivery to final destination. 

  

f. It is the responsibility of the Contractor to provide for the safety of the animals and personnel working 

at the trap locations and temporary holding corrals in consultation with the LCOR/COR/PI. This 

responsibility will not be used to exclude or limit public and media observation as long as current BLM 

policies are followed. 

  

g. The contractor will ensure that non-essential personnel and equipment are located as to minimize 

disturbance of WH&Bs. Trash, debris, and reflective or noisy objects shall be eliminated from the trap 

site and temporary holding facility. 

  

h. The Contractor shall restrain sick or injured animals if treatment is necessary in consultation with the 

LCOR/COR/PI and/or onsite veterinarian. The LCOR/COR/PI and/or onsite veterinarian will determine if 

injured animals must be euthanized and provide for the euthanasia of such animals. The Contractor may 

be required to humanely euthanize animals in the field and to dispose of the carcasses as directed by the 

LCOR/COR/PI, at no additional cost to the Government. 

  

i. Once the animal has been determined by the LCOR/COR/PI to be removed from the HMA/HA, animals 

shall be transported to final destination from temporary holding facilities within 48 hours after capture 

unless prior approval is granted by the LCOR/COR/PI. Animals to be released back into the HMA 

following gather operations will be held for a specified length of time as stated in the Task Order/SOW. 

The Contractor shall schedule shipments of animals to arrive at final destination between 7:00 a.m. and 

4:00 p.m. unless prior approval has been obtained by the LCOR. No shipments shall be scheduled to 

arrive at final destination on Sunday and Federal holidays, unless prior approval has been obtained by the 

LCOR. Animals shall not be allowed to remain standing on gooseneck or semi-trailers while not in 

transport for a combined period of greater than three (3) hours. Total planned transportation time from the 
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temporary holding to the BLM facility will not exceed 10 hours. Animals that are to be released back into 

the capture area may need to be transported back to the original trap site per direction of the LCOR. 

  

CAPTURE METHODS THAT MAY BE USED IN THE PERFORMANCE OF A GATHER  

  

Helicopter Drive Trapping 

a. The helicopter must be operated using pressure and release methods to herd the animals in a desired 

direction and shall not repeatedly evoke erratic behavior in the WH&Bôs causing injury or exhaustion. 

Animals must not be pursued to a point of exhaustion; the on-site veterinarian must examine WH&Bôs for 

signs of exhaustion. 

  

b. The rate of movement and distance the animals travel must not exceed limitations set by the 

LCOR/COR/PI who will consider terrain, physical barriers, access limitations, weather, condition of the 

animals, urgency of the operation (animals facing drought, starvation, fire, etc.) and other factors. 

  

i. WH&Bôs that are weak or debilitated must be identified by BLM staff or the contractors. 

Appropriate gather and handling methods shall be used according to the direction of the LCOR/COR/PI 

as defined in this contract. 

ii. The appropriate herding distance and rate of movement must be determined the LCOR/COR/PI 

on a case-by-case basis considering the weakest or smallest animal in the group (e.g., foals, pregnant 

mares, or horses that are weakened by body condition, age, or poor health) and the range and 

environmental conditions present. 

iii. Rate of movement and distance travelled must not result in exhaustion at the trap site, unless 

the exhausted animals were already in a severely compromised condition prior to the gather. Where 

compromised animals cannot be left on the range or where doing so would only serve to prolong their 

suffering, the LCOR/COR/PI will determine if euthanasia will be performed in accordance with BLM 

policy. 

  

c. WH&Bôs must not be pursued repeatedly by the helicopter such that the rate of movement and distance 

travelled exceeds the limitation set by the LCOR/COR/PI. Abandoning the pursuit or alternative capture 

methods may be considered by the LCOR/COR/PI in these cases. 

  

d. The helicopter is prohibited from coming into physical contact with any WH&B regardless of whether 

the contact is accidental or deliberate. 

  

e. WH&Bôs may escape or evade the gather site while being moved by the helicopter. If there are 

mare/dependent foal pairs in a group being brought to a trap and half of an identified pair is thought to 

have evaded capture, multiple attempts by helicopter may be used to bring the missing half of the pair to 

the trap or to facilitate capture by roping. In these instances, animal condition and fatigue will be 

evaluated by the LCOR/COR/PI or on-site veterinarian on a case-by-case basis to determine the number 

of attempts that can be made to capture an animal. 

  

f. Horse captures must not be conducted when ambient temperature at the trap site is below 10ºF or above 

95ºF without approval of the LCOR/COR/PI. Burro captures must not be conducted when ambient 

temperature is below 10ºF or above 100ºF without approval of the LCOR/COR/PI. The LCOR/COR/PI 

will not approve captures when the ambient temperature exceeds 105 ºF. 

  

g. The contractor shall assure that dependent foals shall not be left behind. Any animals identified as such 

will be recovered as a priority in completing the gather. 
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h. Any adult horse or burro that cannot make it to the trap due to physical limitations shall be identified to 

the LCOR/COR/PI by the pilot or contractor immediately. An inspection of the animal will be made to 

determine the problem and the LCOR/COR/PI and/or veterinarian will decide if that animal needs to be 

humanely euthanized. 

  

ROPING 

a. The roping of any WH&B must be approved by the LCOR/COR/PI prior to the action. 

  

b. The roping of any WH&B will be documented by the LCOR/COR/PI along with the circumstances. 

WH&Bs may be roped under circumstances which include but are not limited to the following: reunite a 

mare or jenny and her dependent foal; capture nuisance, injured or sick WH&Bs or those that require 

euthanasia; environmental reasons such as deep snow or traps that cannot be set up due to location or 

environmental sensitivity; and public and animal safety or legal mandates for removal. 

  

c. Ropers should dally the rope to their saddle horn such that animals can gradually be brought to a stop 

and must not tie the rope hard and fast to the saddle, which can cause the animals to be jerked off their 

feet. 

  

d. WH&Bs that are roped and tied down in recumbency must be continuously observed and monitored by 

an attendant at a maximum of 100 feet from the animal. 

  

e. WH&Bs that are roped and tied down in recumbency must be untied within 30 minutes. 

  

f. If the animal is tied down within the wings of the trap, helicopter drive trapping within the wings will 

cease until the tied-down animal is removed. 

  

g. Sleds, slide boards, or slip sheets must be placed underneath the animalôs body to move and/or load 

recumbent WH&Bs. 

  

h. Halters and ropes tied to a WH&B may be used to roll, turn, and position or load a recumbent animal, 

but a WH&B must not be dragged across the ground by a halter or rope attached to its body while in a 

recumbent position. 

  

i. All animals captured by roping must be marked at the trap site by the contractor for evaluation by the 

on-site/on-call veterinarian within four hours after capture, and re-evaluation periodically as deemed 

necessary by the on-site/on-call veterinarian. 

  

HANDLING  

 

Willful Acts of Abuse 

The following are prohibited: 

a. Hitting, kicking, striking, or beating any WH&B in an abusive manner. 

  

b. Dragging a recumbent WH&B across the ground without a sled, slide board or slip sheet. Ropes used 

for moving the recumbent animal must be attached to the sled, slide board or slip sheet unless being 

loaded as specified in Section C 9.2.h 

 

c. Deliberate driving of WH&Bs into other animals, closed gates, panels, or other equipment. 

  

d. Deliberate slamming of gates and doors on WH&Bs. 
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e. Excessive noise (e.g., constant yelling) or sudden activity causing WH&Bs to become unnecessarily 

flighty, disturbed or agitated. 

  

General Handling  

a. All sorting, loading or unloading of WH&Bs during gathers must be performed during daylight hours 

except when unforeseen circumstances develop and the LCOR/COR/PI approves the use of supplemental 

light. 

  

b. WH&Bs should be handled to enter runways or chutes in a forward direction. 

  

c. WH&Bs should not remain in single-file alleyways, runways, or chutes longer than 30 minutes. 

  

d. With the exception of helicopters, equipment should be operated in a manner to minimize flighty 

behavior and injury to WH&Bs. 

  

Handling Aids 

a. Handling aids such as flags and shaker paddles are the primary tools for driving and moving WH&Bs 

during handling and transport procedures. Contact of the flag or paddle end with a WH&B is allowed. 

Ropes looped around the hindquarters may be used from horseback or on foot to assist in moving an 

animal forward or during loading. 

 

b. Routine use of electric prods as a driving aid or handling tool is prohibited. Electric prods may be used 

in limited circumstances only if the following guidelines are followed: 

  

1. Electric prods must only be a commercially available make and model that uses DC battery 

power and batteries should be fully charged at all times.  

2. The electric prod device must never be disguised or concealed. 

3. Electric prods must only be used after three attempts using other handling aids (flag, shaker 

paddle, voice or body position) have been tried unsuccessfully to move the WH&Bs. 

4. Electric prods must only be picked up when intended to deliver a stimulus; these devices must 

not be constantly carried by the handlers. 

5. Space in front of an animal must be available to move the WH&B forward prior to application 

of the electric prod. 000230 Antelope and Triple B Complexes Gather Plan EA 

Chapter 8. Appendix III 9 

6. Electric prods must never be applied to the face, genitals, anus, or underside of the tail of a 

WH&B. 

7. Electric prods must not be applied to any one WH&B more than three times during a procedure 

(e.g., sorting, loading) except in extreme cases with approval of the LCOR/COR/PI. Each exception must 

be approved at the time by the LCOR/COR/PI. 

8. Any electric prod use that may be necessary must be documented daily by the LCOR/COR/PI 

including time of day, circumstances, handler, location (trap site or temporary holding facility), and any 

injuries (to WH&B or human) 

  

MOTORIZED EQUIPMENT  

 

Loading and Unloading Areas 

a. Facilities in areas for loading and unloading WH&Bôs at the trap site or temporary holding facility must 

be maintained in a safe and proper working condition, including gates that swing freely and latch or tie 

easily. 
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b. The side panels of the loading chute must be a minimum of 6 feet high and fully covered with materials 

such as plywood or metal without holes that may cause injury. 

  

c. There must be no holes, gaps or openings, protruding surfaces, or sharp edges present in fence panels or 

other structures that may cause escape or possible injury. 

  

d. All gates and doors must open and close properly and latch securely. 

  

e. Loading and unloading ramps must have a non-slip surface and be maintained in a safe and proper 

working condition to prevent slips and falls. Examples of non-slip flooring would include, but not be 

limited to, rubber mats, sand, shavings, and steel reinforcement rods built into ramp. There must be no 

holes in the flooring or items that can cause an animal to trip. 

  

f. Trailers must be properly aligned with loading and unloading chutes and panels such that no gaps exist 

between the chute/panel and floor or sides of the trailer creating a situation where a WH&B could injure 

itself. 

  

g. Stock trailers shall be positioned for loading or unloading such that there is no more than 12ò clearance 

between the ground and floor of the trailer for burros and 18ò for horses. . If animals refuse to load, it may 

be necessary to dig a tire track hole where the trailer level is closer to ground level. 

  

TRANSPORTATION  

 

A. General 

1. All sorting, loading, or unloading of WH&Bs during gathers must be performed during daylight hours 

except when unforeseen circumstances develop and the LCOR/COR/PI approves the use of supplemental 

light. 

  

2. WH&Bs identified for removal should be shipped from the temporary holding facility to a BLM 

facility within 48 hours. 

  

3. Shipping delays for animals that are being held for release to range or potential on-site adoption must 

be approved by the LCOR/COR/PI. 

  

4. Shipping should occur in the following order of priority; 1) debilitated animals, 2) pairs, 3) weanlings, 

4) dry mares and 5) studs. 

  

5. Total planned transport time to the BLM preparation facility from the trap site or temporary holding 

facility must not exceed 10 hours. 

  

6. WH&Bs should not wait in stock trailers and/or semi-trailers at a standstill for more than a combined 

period of three hours during the entire journey. 

  

B. Vehicles  

1. All motorized equipment employed in the transportation of captured animals shall be in compliance 

with appropriate State and Federal laws and regulations applicable to the humane transportation of 

animals. The Contractor shall provide the CO annually, with a current safety inspection (less than one 

year old) for all motorized equipment and tractor-trailers used to transport animals to final destination. 
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2. Only tractor-trailers or stock trailers with a covered top or overhead bars shall be allowed for 

transporting animals from trap site(s) to temporary holding facilities, and from temporary holding 

facilities to final destination(s). Sides or stock racks of all trailers used for transporting animals shall be a 

minimum height of 6 feet 6 inches from the floor. Single deck tractor-trailers 40 feet or longer shall have 

two (2) partition gates providing three (3) compartments within the trailer to separate animals. Tractor-

trailers less than 40 feet shall have at least one partition gate providing two (2) compartments within the 

trailer to separate the animals. Compartments in all tractor-trailers shall be of equal size plus or minus 10 

percent. Each partition shall be a minimum of 6 feet high and shall have a minimum 5 foot wide swinging 

gate. The use of double deck tractor-trailers is prohibited. Only straight deck trailers and stock trailers are 

to be used for transporting WH&Bôs. 

  

3. WH&Bôs must have adequate headroom during loading and unloading and must be able to maintain a 

normal posture with all four feet on the floor during transport without contacting the roof or overhead 

bars. 

  

4. The width and height of all gates and doors must allow WH&Bôs to move through freely. 

  

5. All gates and doors must open and close easily and be able to be secured in a closed position. 

  

6. The rear door(s) of stock trailers must be capable of opening the full width of the trailer. 

 

7. Loading and unloading ramps must have a non-slip surface and be maintained in proper working 

condition to prevent slips and falls. 

  

8. All partitions and panels inside of trailers must be free of sharp edges or holes that could cause injury 

to WH&Bôs. 

  

9. The inner lining of all trailers must be strong enough to withstand failure by kicking that would lead to 

injuries. 

  

10. Partition gates in transport vehicles shall be used to distribute the load into compartments during 

travel. 

  

11. Surfaces and floors of trailers must be cleaned of dirt, manure and other organic matter prior to the 

beginning of a gather. 

  

12. Surfaces and floors of trailers shall have non-slip surface, use of shavings, dirt, and floor mates. 

  

C. Care of WH&Bôs during Transport Procedures 

1. WH&Bôs that are loaded and transported from the temporary holding facility to the BLM preparation 

facility must be fit to endure travel per direction of LCOR/COR/PI following consultation with on-

site/on-call veterinarian. 

  

2. WH&Bôs that are non-ambulatory, blind in both eyes, or severely injured must not be loaded and 

shipped unless it is to receive immediate veterinary care or euthanasia. 

  

3. WH&Bôs that are weak or debilitated must not be transported without approval of the LCOR/COR/PI 

in consultation with the on-site veterinarian. Appropriate actions for their care during transport must be 

taken according to direction of the LCOR/COR/PI. 
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4. WH&Bôs shall be sorted prior to transport to ensure compatibility and minimize aggressive behavior 

that may cause injury. 

  

5. Trailers must be loaded using the minimum space allowance in all compartments as follows: 

 

a. For a 6.8 foot wide; 24 foot long stock trailer 12 to 14 adult horses; 

b. For a 6.8 foot wide; 24 foot long stock trailer 18 to 21 adult burros 

c. For a 6.8 foot wide; 20 foot long stock trailer 10 to 12 adult horses can be loaded 

d. For a 6.8 foot wide; 20 foot long stock trailer 15 to 18 adult burros 

 

For a semi-trailer: 

a. 12 square feet per adult horse. 

bi. 6.0 square feet per dependent horse foal. 

c. 8.0 square feet per adult burro. 

d. 4.0 square feet per dependent burro foal 

 

6. Considering the condition of the animals, prevailing weather, travel distance and other factors or if 

animals are going down on trailers or arriving at their destination down or with injuries or a condition 

suggesting they may have been down, additional space or footing provisions may be necessary and will 

be required if directed by the LCOR/COR. 

 

7. The LCOR/COR/PI, in consultation with the receiving Facility Manager, must document any WH&B 

that is recumbent or dead upon arrival at the destination. Non-ambulatory or recumbent WH&Bôs must be 

evaluated on the trailer and either euthanized or removed from the trailers using a sled, slide board or slip 

sheet. 

  

8. Saddle horses must not be transported in the same compartment with WH&Bôs. 

  

EUTHANASIA or DEATH  

  

Euthanasia Procedure during Gather Operations 

1. An authorized, properly trained, and experienced person as well as a firearm appropriate for the 

circumstances must be available at all times during gather operations. When the travel time between the 

trap site and temporary holding facility exceeds one hour or if radio or cellular communication is not 

reliable, provisions for euthanasia must be in place at both the trap site and temporary holding facility 

during the gather operation. 

  

2. Euthanasia must be performed according to American Veterinary Medical Association euthanasia 

guidelines (2013) using methods of gunshot or injection of an approved euthanasia agent. 

  

3. The decision to euthanize and method of euthanasia must be directed by the LCOR/COR/PI who must 

be on site and may consult with the on-site/on-call veterinarian. In event and rare circumstance that the 

LCOR/COR/PI is not available, the contractor if properly trained may euthanize an animal as an act of 

mercy. 

  

4. All carcasses will be disposed of in accordance with state and local laws and as directed by the 

LCORCOR/PI. 

  

5. Carcasses left on the range should not be placed in washes or riparian areas where future runoff may 

carry debris into ponds or waterways. Trenches or holes for buried animals should be dug so the bottom 
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of the hole is at least 6 feet above the water table and 4-6 feet of level earth covers the top of the carcass 

with additional dirt mounded on top where possible. 

  

COMMUNICATIONS  

a. The Contractor shall have the means to communicate with the LCOR/COR/PI and all contractor 

personnel engaged in the capture of wild horses and burros utilizing a VHF/FM Transceiver or VHF/FM 

portable Two-Way radio. 

 

b. The Contractor shall obtain the necessary FCC licenses for the radio system. 

  

SAFETY AND SECURITY  

a. All accidents involving animals or people that occur during the performance of any task order shall be 

immediately reported to the LCOR/COR/PI. 

 

b. It is the responsibility of the Contractor to provide security to prevent unauthorized release, injury or 

death of captured animals until delivery to final destination. 

  

c. The contractor must comply with all applicable federal, state and local regulations. 

  

d. Fueling operations shall not take place within 1,000 feet of animals or personnel and equipment other 

than the refueling truck and equipment. 

  

e. Children under the age of 12 shall not be allowed within the gatherôs working areas which include near 

the chute when working animals at the temporary holding facility, or near the pens at the trap site when 

working and loading of animals. Children under the age of 12 in the non-working area must be 

accompanied by an adult at either location at all times. 

  

BIOSECURITY  

A. Health records for all saddle and pilot horses used on WH&B gathers must be provided to the LCOR 

during the BLM/Contractor pre-work meeting, including: 

  

1. Certificate of Veterinary Inspection (Health Certificate, within 30 days). 

2. Proof of: 

a. A negative test for equine infectious anemia (Coggins or EIA ELISA test) within 12 

months. 

b. Vaccination for tetanus, eastern and western equine encephalomyelitis, West Nile 

virus, equine herpes virus, influenza, Streptococcus equi, and rabies within 12 months. 

  

B. Saddle horses and pilot horses must not be removed from the gather operation (such as for an 

equestrian event) and allowed to return unless they have been observed to be free from signs of infectious 

disease for a period of at least three weeks and a new Certificate of Veterinary Inspection is obtained after 

three weeks and prior to returning to the gather. 

  

C. WH&Bôs, saddle horses, and pilot horses showing signs of infectious disease must be examined by the 

on-site/on-call veterinarian. 

  

1. Any saddle or pilot horses showing signs of infectious disease (fever, nasal discharge or 

illness) must be removed from service and isolated from other animals on the gather until such time as the 

horse is free from signs of infectious disease and approved by the on-site/on-call veterinarian to return to 

the gather. 
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2. WH&Bôs showing signs of infectious disease will normally not be mixed with groups of 

healthy WH&Bôs at the temporary holding facility, or during transport.. 

  

PUBLIC AND MEDIA INTERACTION  

a. Due to heightened public interest in wild horse and burro gathers, the BLM expects an increasing 

number of requests from the public and media to view the operation. All requests received by the 

Contractor to view gather operation shall be forwarded to the BLM, who will provide a person with the 

expertise necessary to escort the public and media. The safety of the WHBôs, BLM employees, Contractor 

crew, Contractorôs private animals, and the media and public will be the first priority in determining 

whether a viewing opportunity will be provided, and if so, the time, location, and conditions associated 

with the viewing opportunity. 

  

b. Assuming the BLM determines that providing a viewing opportunity for the media and the public is 

appropriate, the Contractor will establish the viewing area in accordance with instructions from the 

LCOR/COR/PI and current wild horse and burro program policy and guidance. BLMôs observation policy 

will be discussed with the contractor during the pre-work meeting. 

  

c. Member(s) of the viewing public or media whose conduct interferes with the gather operation in a way 

that threatens the safety of the WH&Bôs, BLM employees, contractor crew (including animals), the 

media, or the public will be warned once to terminate the conduct. If the conduct persists, the offending 

individual(s) will be asked to leave the viewing area and the gather operation. The LCOR/COR/PI may 

direct the Contractor to temporarily shut down the gather operation until the situation is resolved. 

  

d. Under no circumstances will the public or any media or media equipment be allowed in or on the 

gather helicopter or on the trap or holding equipment. The public, media, and media equipment must be at 

least 500 feet away from the trap during the trapping operation. 

  

e. The public and media may be escorted closer than 500 feet to the trap site if approved by the 

LCOR/COR and in consultation with the Contractor during the time between gather runs or before or 

after the gather operation. 

  

f. The Contractor shall not release any information to the news media or the public regarding the activities 

being conducted under this contract. All communications regarding BLM WH&B management, including 

but not limited to media, public and local stakeholders, are to come from the BLM unless it expressly 

authorizes the Contractor to give interviews, etc. 

  

CONTRACTOR -FURNISHED PROPERTY 

a. As specified herein, it is the contractorôs responsibility to provide all necessary support equipment and 

vehicles including weed seed free hay and water for the captured animals and any other items, personnel, 

vehicles (which shall include good condition trucks and stock trailers to haul horses and burros from the 

trap site to the holding facility and two tractor trailers in good condition to haul horses from the holding 

facility to the preparation facility), saddle horses, etc. to support the humane and compassionate capture, 

care, feeding, transportation, treatment, and as appropriate, release of WHBôs. Other equipment includes 

but is not limited to, a minimum 2,500 linear feet of 72-inch high (minimum height) panels for horses or 

60-inch high (minimum height) for burros for traps and holding facilities. Separate water troughs shall be 

provided at each pen where animals are being held meeting the standards in section C.6. Water troughs 

shall be constructed of such material (e.g., rubber, galvanized metal with rolled edges, rubber over metal) 

so as to avoid injury to the animals. 
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b. The Contractor shall provide a radio transceiver to insure communications are maintained with the 

BLM project PI when driving or transporting the wild horses/burros. The contractor needs to insure 

communications can be made with the BLM and be capable of operating in the 150 MHz to 174 MHz 

frequency band, frequency synthesized, CTCSS 32 sub-audible tone capable, operator programmable, 

5kHz channel increment, minimum 5 watts carrier power. 

  

c. The Contractor shall provide water and weed seed free hay. 

  

d. The proper operation, service and maintenance of all contractor furnished property is the responsibility 

of the Contractor. 

  

BLM R OLES AND RESPONSIBILITIES  

 

a. Veterinarian 

1. On-site veterinary support must be provided for all helicopter gathers. 

  

2. Veterinary support will be under the direction of the LCOR/COR/PI. Upon request, the on-site/on-call 

veterinarian will consult with the LCOR/COR/PI on matters related to WH&B health, handling, welfare 

and euthanasia. All final decisions regarding medical treatment or euthanasia will be made by the on-site 

LCOR/COR/PI based on recommendations from the on-site veterinarian. 

  

b. Transportation 

1. The LCOR/COR/PI shall consider the condition and size of the animals, weather conditions, distance 

to be transported to the final destination or release, recommendations from the contractor and on-site 

veterinarian and other factors when planning for the movement of captured animals. The LCOR/COR/PI 

shall provide for any brand inspection services required for the movement of captured animals to BLM 

prep facilities. If animals are to be transported over state lines the LCOR will be responsible for obtaining 

a waiver from the receiving State Veterinarian. 

  

2. If the LCOR/COR/PI determines that conditions are such that the animals could be endangered during 

transportation, the Contractor will be instructed to adjust speed or delay transportation until conditions 

improve. 

  

GOVERNMENT FURNISHED EQUIPMENT/SUPPLIES/MATERIALS  

a. The government will provide: 

  

1. A portable restraining chute for each contractor to be used for the purpose of restraining 

animals to determine the age of specific individuals or other similar procedures. The contractor will be 

responsible for the maintenance of the portable restraining chute during the gather season. 

2. All inoculate syringes, freezemarking equipment, and all related equipment for fertility control 

treatments. 

3. A boat to transport burros as appropriate. 

4. Sleds, slide boards, or slip sheets for loading of recumbent animals. 

  

b. The Contractor shall be responsible for the security of all Government Furnished Property.  

  

SITE CLEARANCES  

a. Prior to setting up a trap or temporary holding facility, BLM will conduct all necessary legal reviews 

and clearances (NEPA, ARPA, NHPA, etc.). All proposed site(s) must be inspected by a government 

archaeologist. Once archaeological clearance has been obtained, the trap or temporary holding facility 
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may be set up. Said clearance shall be coordinated and arranged for by the COR/ PI, or other BLM 

employees. 

  

Water and Bait Trapping Standard Operating Procedures 

The work consists of the capture, handling, care, feeding, daily rate and transportation of wild horses 

and/or burros from the States of Arizona, California, Colorado, Idaho, Montana, Nevada, New Mexico, 

Oregon, Utah and Wyoming. The method of capture will be with the use of bait and/or water traps in 

accordance with the standards identified in the Comprehensive Animal Welfare Program (CAWP) for 

Wild horse and Burro Gathers, Bureau of Land Management (BLM) Instruction Memorandum 2015-151 

(Attachment 1). Items listed in the sections of the Statement of Work (SOW) either are not covered or 

deviate from the CAWP, the SOW takes precedence over the CAWP when there is conflicting 

information. Extended care, handling and animal restraint for purposes of population growth suppression 

treatments may be required for some trapping operations. The contractor shall furnish all labor, supplies, 

transportation and equipment necessary to accomplish the individual task order requirements with the 

exception of a Government provided restraint fly chute, as needed for population growth suppression. The 

work shall be accomplished in a safe and humane manner and be in accordance with the provisions of 43 

CFR Part 4700, the CAWP, the specifications and provisions included in this SOW, and any subsequent 

SOW documents issued with individual task orders. The primary concern of the contractor shall be the 

safety of all personnel involved and the humane capture and handling of all wild horses and burros. It is 

the responsibility of the contractor to provide appropriate safety and security measures to prevent loss, 

injury or death of captured wild horses and burros. 

  

Any reference to hay in this SOW or subsequent SOW documents issued with individual task orders will 

be implied as certified weed-free hay (grass or alfalfa). The contractor will be responsible for providing 

certifications upon request from the Government. The COR/PIôs will observe a minimum of at least 25% 

of the trapping activity. BLM reserves the right to place game cameras or other cameras in the capture 

area to document animal activity and response, capture techniques and procedures, and humane care 

during trapping. No private/non-BLM camera will be placed within the capture areas. 

  

Trapping activities would be on the HA/HMA/WHBT or outside areas specified in the task order. 

However, trapping could be required on adjacent land, federal, state, tribal, military, or private property. 

If trapping operations include work on military and/or other restricted areas, the BLM will coordinate all 

necessary clearances, such as background checks, to conduct operations for equipment and personnel. 

  

The permissions to use private/state/tribal lands during task order performance will be coordinated by the 

BLM, contractor, and landowner. The need for these permissions will be identified in the Task Order 

SOW and will be obtained in writing. 

  

Prior to any gathering operation, the BLM will provide for a pre-capture evaluation of existing conditions 

in the gather area(s). The evaluation will include animal conditions, prevailing temperatures, drought 

conditions, soil conditions, road conditions, and preparation of a topographic map with wilderness 

boundaries, the location of fences, other physical barriers, and acceptable gather site locations in relation 

to animal distribution. The evaluation will determine whether the proposed activities will necessitate the 

presence of a veterinarian during operations. If it is determined that capture operations necessitate the 

services of a veterinarian, one would be obtained before the capture would proceed. The contractor will 

be apprised of all conditions and will be given instructions regarding the capture and handling of animals 

to ensure their health and welfare is protected. 
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Gather sites and temporary holding sites will be located to reduce the likelihood of undue injury and 

stress to the animals, and to minimize potential damage to the natural and cultural resources of the area. 

Temporary holding sites would be located on or near existing roads. 

  

Bait Trapping - Facility Design (Temporary Holding Facility Area and Traps) 

All trap and temporary holding facility areas locations must be approved by the COR and/or the 

Project Inspector (PI) prior to construction and/or operation. The contractor may also be required to 

change or move trap locations as determined by the COR/PI. All traps and temporary holding facilities 

not located on public land must have prior written approval of the landowner or other management 

agency. 

  

Facility design to include traps, wings, alleys, handling pens, finger gates, and temporary holding 

facilities, etc. shall be constructed, maintained and operated to handle the wild horses and burros in a safe 

and humane manner in accordance with the standards identified in the Comprehensive Animal Welfare 

Program (CAWP) for Wild Horse and Burro Gathers, Bureau of Land Management (BLM) Instruction 

Memorandum 2015-151 (Attachment 1). 

  

Some gather operations will require the construction of an off-site temporary holding facility as identified 

in specific individual task orders for extended care and handling for purposes of slow trapping conditions 

or management activities such as research, population growth suppression treatments, etc. 

  

No modification of existing fences will be made without authorization from the COR/PI. The contractor 

shall be responsible for restoring any fences that are modified back to the original condition. 

  

Temporary holding and sorting pens shall be of sufficient size to prevent injury due to fighting and 

trampling. These pens shall also allow for captured horses and burros to move freely and have adequate 

access to water and feed. 

  

All pens will be capable of expansion when requested by the COR/PI. 

 

Separate water troughs shall be provided for each pen where wild horses and burros are being held. Water 

troughs shall be constructed of such material (e.g., rubber, plastic, fiberglass, galvanized metal with rolled 

edges, and rubber over metal) so as to avoid injury to the wild horses and burros. 

 

Any changes or substitutions to trigger and/or trip devices previously approved for use by the 

Government must be approved by the COR prior to use. 

  

Bait Trapping, Animal Care, and Handling 

If water is to be used as the bait agent and the Government determines that cutting off other water sources 

is the best action to take under the individual task order, elimination of other water sources shall not last 

longer than a period of time approved by the COR/PI.  

 

Hazing/Driving of wild horses and burros for the purpose of trapping the animals will not be allowed for 

the purposes of fulfilling individual task orders. Roping will be utilized only as directed by the COR. 

 

Darting of wild horses and burros for trapping purposes will not be allowed. 

 

No barbed wire material shall be used in the construction of any traps or used in new construction to 

exclude horses or burros from water sources. 
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Captured wild horses and burros shall be sorted into separate pens (i.e. by age, gender, animal 

health/condition, population growth suppression, etc.). 

 

A temporary holding facility area will be required away from the trap site for any wild horses and burros 

that are being held for more than 24 hours. 

 

The contractor shall assure that captured mares/jennies and their dependent foals shall not be separated 

for more than 4 hours, unless the COR/PI determines it necessary. 

 

The contractor shall provide a saddle horse on site that is available to assist with the pairing up of 

mares/jennies with their dependent foals and other tasks as needed. 

 

Contractor will report any injuries/deaths that resulted from trapping operations as well as preexisting 

conditions to the COR/PI within 12 hours of capture and will be included in daily gather activity report to 

the COR. 

 

The COR/PI may utilize contractor constructed facilities when necessary in the performance of individual 

task orders for such management actions as population growth suppression, and/or selecting animals to 

return to the range. 

 

In performance of individual task orders, the contractor may be directed by the COR to transport and 

release wild horses or burros back to the range. 

 

At the discretion of the COR/PI the contractor may be required to delay shipment of horses until the 

COR/PI inspects the wild horses and burros at the trap site and/or the temporary holding facility prior to 

transporting them to the designated facility. 

  

Wild Horse and Burro Care and Biosecurity 

The contractor shall restrain sick or injured wild horses and burros if treatment is necessary in 

consultation with the COR/PI and/or veterinarian. 

 

Any saddle or pilot horses used by the contractor will be vaccinated within 12 months of use 

(EWT, West Nile, Flu/rhino, strangles). 

  

Transportation and Animal Care 

The contractor, following coordination with the COR, shall schedule shipments of wild horses and burros 

to arrive during the normal operating hours of the designated facility unless prior approval has been 

obtained from the designated facility manager by the COR. Shipments scheduled to arrive at designated 

facilities on a Sunday or a Federal holiday requires prior facility personnel approval. 

 

All motorized equipment employed in the transportation of captured wild horses and burros shall be 

incompliance with appropriate State and Federal laws and regulations. 

  

Sides or dividers of all trailers used for transporting wild horses and burros shall be a minimum height of 

6 feet 6 inches from the floor. A minimum of one full height partition is required in each stock trailer. All 

trailers shall be covered with solid material or bars to prevent horses from jumping out. 

  

The contractor shall consider the condition and size of the wild horses and burros, weather conditions, 

distance to be transported, or other factors when planning for the movement of captured wild horses and 

burros. 
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The Government shall provide for any brand and/or veterinary inspection services required for captured 

wild horses and burros. Prior to shipping across state lines the Government will be responsible for 

coordinating with the receiving state veterinarian to transport the animals without a health certificate or 

coggins test. If the receiving state does not agree to grant entry to animals without a current health 

certificate or coggins test, the Government will obtain them prior to shipment. 

  

When transporting wild horses and burros, drivers shall inspect for downed animals a minimum of every 

two hours when travelling on gravel roads or when leaving gravel roads onto paved roads and a minimum 

of every four hours when travelling on paved roads. a) 

  

Euthanasia or Death 

The COR/PI will determine if a wild horse or burro must be euthanized and will/may direct the contractor 

to destroy the animal in accordance with the BLM Animal Health, Maintenance, 

Evaluation, and Response Instruction Memorandum, 2015-070 (Attachment 2). Any contractor personnel 

performing this task shall be trained as described in this Memorandum. 

  

Pursuant to the IM 2015-070 the contractor may be directed by the Authorized Officer and/or COR to 

humanely euthanize wild horses and burros in the field and to dispose of the carcasses in accordance with 

state and local laws. 

  

Safety and Communication 

The nature of work performed under this contract may involve inherently hazardous situations. The 

primary concern of the contractor shall be the safety of all personnel involved and the humane handling of 

all wild horses and burros. It is the responsibility of the contractor to provide appropriate safety and 

security measures to prevent loss, injury or death of captured wild horses and burros until delivery to the 

final destination. 

  

The BLM reserves the right to remove from service immediately any contractor personnel or contractor 

furnished equipment which, in the opinion of the COR and/or CO violate contract rules, are unsafe or 

otherwise unsatisfactory. In this event, BLM will notify the contractor to furnish replacement personnel or 

equipment within 24 hours of notification. All such replacements must be approved in advance by the 

COR and/or CO. 

  

Contractor personnel who utilize firearms for purposes of euthanasia will be required to possess proof of 

completing a State or National Rifle Association firearm safety certification or equivalent (conceal carry, 

hunter safety, etc.). 

  

All accidents involving wild horses and burros or people that occur during the performance of any task 

order shall be immediately reported to the COR/PI. 

  

The contractor shall have the means to communicate with the COR/PI and all contractor personnel 

engaged in the capture of wild horses and burros utilizing a cell/satellite phone or radio at all times during 

the trapping operations. The Contractor will be responsible for furnishing all communication equipment 

for contractor use. BLM will provide the frequency for radio communications. 

 

The contractor will provide daily gather activity reports to the COR/PI if they are not present. 

 

Public and Media 



Nevada Wild Horse Range Herd Management Area Wild Horse Gather Plan 
Draft Environmental Assessment DOI-BLM-NV-S030-2020-0003-EA 

 

 58 

Due to increased public interest in the Wild Horse and Burro Gathers, any media or visitation requests 

received by the contractor shall be forwarded to the COR immediately. Only the COR or CO can approve 

these requests. 

  

The Contractor shall not post any information or images to social media networks or release any 

information to the news media or the public regarding the activities conducted under this contract. 

  

If the public or media interfere in any way with the trapping operation, such that the health and well-being 

of the crew, or horses and burros are threatened, the contractor will immediately report the incident to the 

COR and trapping operations will be suspended until the situation is resolved as directed by the COR. 

  

1. All motorized equipment employed in the transportation of captured animals shall be in compliance 

with appropriate State and Federal laws and regulations applicable to the humane transportation of 

animals. The Contractor shall provide the COR/PI with a current safety inspection (less than one year old) 

for all motorized equipment and tractor-trailers used to transport animals to final destination. 

  

2. All motorized equipment, tractor-trailers, and stock trailers shall be in good repair, of adequate rated 

capacity, and operated so as to ensure that captured animals are transported without undue risk or injury. 

  

3. Only tractor-trailers or stock trailers with a covered top shall be allowed for transporting animals from 

gather site(s) to temporary holding facilities and from temporary holding facilities to final destination(s). 

Sides or stock racks of all trailers used for transporting animals shall be a minimum height of 6 feet 6 

inches from the floor. Single deck tractor-trailers 40 feet or longer shall have two (2) partition gates 

providing three (3) compartments within the trailer to separate animals. Tractor-trailers less than 40 feet 

shall have at least one partition gate providing two (2) compartments within the trailer to separate the 

animals. Compartments in all tractor-trailers shall be of equal size plus or minus 10 percent. Each 

partition shall be a minimum of 6 feet high and shall have a minimum 5 foot wide swinging gate. The use 

of double deck tractor-trailers is unacceptable and shall not be allowed. 

  

4. All tractor-trailers used to transport animals to final destination(s) shall be equipped with at least one 

(1) door at the rear end of the trailer which is capable of sliding either horizontally or vertically. The rear 

door(s) of tractor- trailers and stock trailers must be capable of opening the full width of the trailer. Panels 

facing the inside of all trailers must be free of sharp edges or holes that could cause injury to the animals. 

The material facing the inside of all trailers must be strong enough so that the animals cannot push their 

hooves through the side. Final approval of tractor-trailers and stock trailers used to transport animals shall 

be held by the COR/PI. 

  

5. Floors of tractor-trailers, stock trailers and loading chutes shall be covered and maintained with wood 

shavings to prevent the animals from slipping. 

  

6. Animals to be loaded and transported in any trailer shall be as directed by the COR/PI and may include 

limitations on numbers according to age, size, sex, temperament and animal condition. The following 

minimum square feet per animal shall be allowed in all trailers: 

 

a. 11 square feet per adult horse (1.4 linear foot in an 8 foot wide trailer); 

b. 8 square feet per adult burro (1.0 linear foot in an 8 foot wide trailer); 

c. 6 square feet per horse foal (.75 linear foot in an 8 foot wide trailer); 

d. 4 square feet per burro foal (.50 linear feet in an 8 foot wide trailer). 
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7. The COR/PI shall consider the condition and size of the animals, weather conditions, distance to be 

transported, or other factors when planning for the movement of captured animals. The COR/PI shall 

provide for anybrand and/or inspection services required for the captured animals. 

8. If the COR/PI determines that dust conditions are such that the animals could be endangered during 

transportation, the Contractor will be instructed to adjust speed. 

  

Safety and Communications 

1. The Contractor shall have the means to communicate with the COR/PI and all contractor personnel 

engaged in the capture of wild horses and burros utilizing a VHF/FM Transceiver or VHF/FM portable 

Two-Way radio. If communications are ineffective the government will take steps necessary to protect the 

welfare of the animals. 

  

a. The proper operation, service and maintenance of all contractor furnished property are the 

responsibility of the Contractor. The BLM reserves the right to remove from service any contractor 

personnel or contractor furnished equipment which, in the opinion of the contracting officer or COR/PI 

violate contract rules, are unsafe or otherwise unsatisfactory. In this event, the Contractor will be notified 

in writing to furnish replacement personnel or equipment within 48 hours of notification. All such 

replacements must be approved in advance of operation by the Contracting Officer or his/her 

representative. 

b. The Contractor shall obtain the necessary FCC licenses for the radio system 

c. All accidents occurring during the performance of any task order shall be immediately reported 

to the COR/PI. 

  

Public and Media 

Due to heightened public interest in wild horse and burro gathers, the BLM/Contractor may expect an 

increasing number of requests from the public and media to view the operation. 

  

1. Due to this type of operation (luring wild horses and burros to bait) spectators and viewers will be 

prohibited as it will have impacts on the ability to capture wild horses and burros. Only essential 

personnel (COR/PI, veterinarian, contractor, contractor employees, etc.) will be allowed at the trap site 

during operations. 

  

2. Public viewing of the wild horses and burros trapped may be provided at the staging area and/or the 

BLM preparation facility by appointment. 

  

3. The Contractor agrees that there shall be no release of information to the news media regarding the 

removal or remedial activities conducted under this contract. 

  

4. All information will be released to the news media by the assigned government public affairs officer. 

  

5. If the public or media interfere in any way with the trapping operation, such that the health and 

wellbeing of the crew, horses and burros is threatened, the trapping operation will be suspended until the 

situation is resolved. 

  

COR/PI Responsibilities 

a. In emergency situations, the COR/PI will implement procedures to protect animals as rehab is initiated, 

i.e. rationed feeding and watering at trap and or staging area. 

  

b. The COR/PI will authorize the contractor to euthanize any wild horse or burros as an act of mercy. 
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c. The COR/PI will ensure wild horses or burros with pre-existing conditions are euthanized in the field 

according to BLM policy. 

  

d. Prior to setting up a trap or staging area on public land, the BLM and/or Forest Service will conduct all 

necessary clearances (archaeological, T&E, etc.). All proposed sites must be inspected by a government 

archaeologist or equivalent. Once archaeological clearance has been obtained, the trap or staging area 

may be set up. Said clearances shall be arranged for by the COR/PI. 

  

e. The COR/PI will provide the contractor with all pertinent information on the areas and wild horses and 

burros to be trapped. 

  

f. The COR/PI will be responsible to establish the frequency of communicating with the contractor. 

  

g. The COR/PI shall inspect trap operation prior to Contractor initiating trapping. 

  

h. The Contractor shall make all efforts to allow the COR/PI to observe a minimum of at least 25% of the 

trapping activity. 

  

i. The COR/PI is responsible to arrange for a brand inspector and/or veterinarian to inspect all wild horses 

and burros prior to transporting to a BLM preparation facility when legally required. 

  

j. The COR/PI will be responsible for the establishing a holding area for administering PZP, gelding of 

stallions, holding animals in poor condition until they are ready of shipment, holding for EIA testing, etc. 

  

k. The COR/PI will ensure the trailers are cleaned and disinfected before WH&Bôs are transported. This 

will help prevent transmission of disease into our populations at a BLM Preparation Facility. 

  

Responsibility and Lines of Communication 

The Wild Horse Specialist (COR) or delegate has direct responsibility to ensure human and animal safety. 

The Field Manager will take an active role to ensure that appropriate lines of communication are 

established between the field, field office, state office, national program office, and BLM holding facility 

offices. 

  

All employees involved in the gathering operations will keep the best interests of the animals at the 

forefront at all times. 

  

All publicity and public contact and inquiries will be handled through the Office of Communications. 

These individuals will be the primary contact and will coordinate with the COR on any inquiries. 

  

The BLM delegate will coordinate with the corrals to ensure animals are being transported from the 

capture site in a safe and humane manner and are arriving in good condition. 

  

The BLM require humane treatment and care of the animals during removal operations. These 

specifications are designed to minimize the risk of injury and death during and after capture of the 

animals. The specifications will be vigorously enforced. 

  

Resource Protection 

Gather sites and holding facilities would be located in previously disturbed areas whenever possible to 

minimize potential damage to the natural and cultural resources. 
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Gather sites and temporary holding facilities would not be constructed on wetlands or riparian zones. 

 

Prior to implementation of gather operations, gather sites and temporary holding facilities would be 

evaluated to determine their potential for containing cultural resources. All gather facilities (including 

gather sites, gather run- ways, blinds, holding facilities, camp locations, parking areas, staging areas, etc.) 

that would be located partially or totally in new locations (i.e. not at previously used gather locations) or 

in previously undisturbed areas would be inventoried by a BLM archaeologist or district archaeological 

technician before initiation of the gather. A buffer of at least 50 meters would be maintained between 

gather facilities and any identified cultural resources. 

  

Gather sites and holding facilities would not be placed in known areas of Native American concern. 

 

The contractor would not disturb, alter, injure or destroy any scientifically important paleontological 

remains; any historical or archaeological site, structure, building, grave, object or artifact; or any location 

having Native American traditional or spiritual significance within the project area or surrounding lands. 

The contractor would be responsible for ensuring that its employees, subcontractors or any others 

associated with the project do not collect artifacts and fossils, or damage or vandalize archaeological, 

historical or paleontological sites or the artifacts within them. 

 

Should damage to cultural or paleontological resources occur during the period of gather due to the 

unauthorized, inadvertent or negligent actions of the contractor or any other project personnel, the 

contractor would be responsible for costs of rehabilitation or mitigation. Individuals involved in illegal 

activities may be subject to penalties under the Archaeological Resources Protection 
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Appendix C. Win Equus Population Modeling Results 

To complete the population modeling for the Nevada Wild Horse Range HMA, version 1.40 of 

the WinEquus program, created April 10, 2020, was utilized.  

 

Objectives of Population Modeling 

Review of the data output for each of the simulations provided many use full comparisons of the 

possible outcomes for each alternative. Some of the questions that need to be answered through 

the modeling include: 

¶ Do any of the Alternatives ñcrashò the population? 

o None of the alternatives indicate that a ñcrashò is likely to occur to the population. There is 

no expectation that the number of animals in the wild horse or wild burro herds would 

decline to zero. Minimum population levels and growth rates are all within reasonable 

levels, and adverse impacts to the population are not likely. In combination with the 

potential to bring in additional breeding animals if genetic monitoring indicates a level of 

observed heterozygosity that is cause for concern, the lowest minimum population size of 

potentially breeding animals for each alternative is expected to lead to loss of observed 

heterozygosity at levels of less than 1% per generation. 

 

¶ What effect do fertility control methods have on population growth rate? 

o The expected effects of fertility control methods (vaccines and / or IUDs) in mares is 

analyzed in detail in this EA, as are effects of mare sterilization. It is expected that the 

use of fertility control methods will lead to a slightly lower population growth rate than 

management without the use of fertility control. The specific annual growth rates realized 

will depend on the number of females that are successfully treated, as a fraction of the 

total number of females. However, the use of fertility control would not reduce the 

population to AML without removal of wild horses from the range. 

 

¶ What effect do the different alternatives have on the average population size? 

o The level to which the population is gathered appears to be more of an influence to average 

population size than fertility control. Fertility control methods applied to females are 

expected to reduce growth rates between gathers. Alternatives without removal of wild 

horses are expected to result in the highest average population. 

 

¶ What effects do the different alternatives have on the genetic health of the herd?  

o The minimum population levels and growth rates are all within reasonable levels for each 

alternative; therefore, unacceptable impacts to the genetic diversity of the herds are not 

likely to occur. Repeated use of immunocontraceptives can lead to long-term infertility 

for some treated mares. However, the majority of vaccine injections are expected to take 

place during gathers, so it is likely that there will be gaps in time between vaccine 

treatments when treated mares could return to fertility. Even if a relatively large number 

of mares were to f genetic diversity monitoring reveals that there are causes for concern 

about the levels of observed heterozygosity in the herd, BLM can introduce additional 

wild horses from a different HMA, to augment genetic diversity within the NWHR 

HMA.  

 

Population Data, Criteria, and Parameters utilized for Population Modeling 
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All simulations used the survival probabilities, foaling rates, and sex ratio at birth that was 

supplied with the Winn Equus population for the Garfield HMA. 

 

Sex ratio at Birth: 

42% Females 

58% Males 

 

The following percent effectiveness of Population growth suppression was utilized in the 

population modeling for Alternative I:  Year 1: 94% 

The following table displays the contraception parameters utilized in the population model for 

Proposed Alternative: 

Contraception Criteria 

 

 

Age 
Percentages for 

Fertility 

Treatment 

1 100% 

2 100% 

3 100% 

4 100% 

5 100% 

6 100% 

7 100% 

8 100% 

9 100% 

10-14 100% 

15-19 100% 

20+ 100% 

 

Population Modeling Criteria 

The following summarizes the population modeling criteria that are common to the Proposed 

Action and all alternatives: 
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Å Starting year: 2020 

Å Initial Gather Year: 2020 

Å Gather interval: regular interval of three years 

Å Gather for fertility treatment regardless of population size: Yes 

Å Continue to gather after reduction to treat females: Yes 

Å Sex ratio at birth: 58% males 

Å Percent of the population that can be gathered: 80% 

Å Minimum age for long term holding facility horses: Not Applicable (Gate Cut) 

Å Foals are included in the AML 

Å Simulations were run for 10 years with 100 trials each 

 

The following table displays the population modeling parameters utilized in the model: 

 

Population Modeling 

Parameters Modeling 

Parameter 

Alternative 1 & 2:  

Proposed Action-Gather 

and Removal of Excess 

Wild Horses and 

Application of Population 

Growth Suppression 

Alternative 3: Gather 

and Removal of Excess 

Wild Horses without 

Population Growth 

Suppression. 

 Alternative 4: No 

Action ï Continue 

Existing 

Management. No 

Gather and Removal  

Management by 

removal only 

No Yes No 

Threshold Population 

Size Following 

Gathers 

400 400 N/A  

Target Population 

Size Following gather 

400 400  N/A 

Gather for Population 

Growth Suppression 

regardless of 

population size 

Yes  No  N/A 

Gather continue after 

removals to treat 

additional females 

Yes  Yes  N/A 
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Effectiveness of 

Population Growth 

Suppression: Year 1 

94%  N/A N/A 

 

 

Results Alternative 1 & 2: Proposed Action ïGather and Removal of Excess Wild Horses 

and Application of Population Growth Suppression. 

Population Size 

 

 

                Population Sizes in  11 Years* 

                Minimum  Average  Maximum 

Lowest Trial         232     345     801 

10th Percentile      282     390     812 

25th Percentile      305     437     834 

Median Trial         324     465     872 

75th Percentile      342     483     944 

90th Percentile      356     498     984 

Highest Trial        380     518    1248 
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* 0 to 20+ year-old horses 

In 11 years and 100 trials, the lowest number of 0 to 20+ year old horses ever obtained was 232 

and the highest was 1248. In half the trials, the minimum population size in 11 years was less 

than 324 and the maximum was less than 872. The average population size across 11 years 

ranged from 345 to 518. 

 

 

                    Totals in  11 Years* 

                Gathered  Removed  Treated 

Lowest Trial        1119     481     252 

10th Percentile     1472     502     312 

25th Percentile     1573     555     330 

Median Trial        1640     711     350 

75th Percentile     1711     781     381 

90th Percentile     1774     886     404 

Highest Trial       1898    1048     441 

 

* 0 to 20+ year-old horses 
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Average Growth Rate in 10 Years 

Lowest Trial         1.6 

10th Percentile      4.7 

25th Percentile      6.1 

Median Trial         8.0 

75th Percentile     10.4 

90th Percentile     11.7 

Highest Trial       13.0 

 

Results Alternative 3: Gather and Removal of Excess Wild Horses without Population 

Growth Suppression   

Population Size 
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                Population Sizes in  11 Years* 

                Minimum  Average  Maximum 

Lowest Trial         205     419     805 

10th Percentile      278     442     827 

25th Percentile      304     451     846 

Median Trial         326     463     874 

75th Percentile      339     476     927 

90th Percentile      350     484     978 

Highest Trial        368     504    1127 

 

* 0 to 20+ year-old horses 

In 11 years and 100 trials, the lowest number of 0 to 20+ horses ever obtained was 205 and the 

highest was 1127. In half the trials, the minimum population size in 11 years was less than 326 

and the maximum was less than 874. The average population size across 11 years ranged from 

419 to 504. 
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Lowest Trial         710     679 

10th Percentile      824     788 

25th Percentile      957     918 

Median Trial        1016     973 

75th Percentile     1072    1030 

90th Percentile     1112    1068 

Highest Trial       1265    1206 

 

* 0 to 20+ year-old horses 

 

Average Growth Rate in  10 Years 

Lowest Trial         3.3 

10th Percentile      9.5 

25th Percentile     11.7 

Median Trial        14.2 

75th Percentile     15.9 

90th Percentile     17.0 

Highest Trial       18.3 

 

Alternative 4: No Action ï No Gather, Removal or use of Population Growth Suppression 

Population Size 
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                Population Sizes in  11 Years* 

                Minimum  Average  Maximum 

Lowest Trial         573    1221    2230 

10th Percentile      813    1666    2727 

25th Percentile      832    1817    3222 

Median Trial         864    2105    3868 

75th Percentile      918    2286    4418 

90th Percentile      982    2587    4934 

Highest Trial       1080    3195    6275 

 

* 0 to 20+ year-old horses 

In 11 years and 100 trials the lowest number of 0 to 20+ year old horses ever obtained was 579 

and the highest was 5512. In half the trials, the minimum population size in 11 years was less 

than 876 and the maximum was less than 3394. The average population size across 11 years 

ranged from 910-2835. 
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